
 
 
 

COMMUNITY SERVCIES COMMITTEE MEETING
AGENDA

 
Date: Wednesday, June 28, 2023, 12:00 p.m.

Location: DNSSAB Boardroom

Pages

1. Call to Order

1.1 Declaration of Conflict of Interest

2. Opening remarks by the Chair

3. Approval of Agenda for June 28,2023.
Recommended Motion:
THAT the Board accept the agenda for Wednesday, June 28, 2023.

4. Delegations

4.1 SSE04-23 Poverty Report 2 - Housing and Homelessness 3
Presented by David Plumstead and Michelle Glabb, Report SSE04-23 is the
second poverty profile report that complements the first report on income and
low-income lines, by providing an update on key census 2021 housing
indicators that include housing tenure, acceptable housing, core housing need,
and shelter to income ratios. The report also looks at factors related to social
assistance and low-income housing to provide an additional perspective on the
housing supply and affordability issues faced by the Board’s Ontario Works
clients.

5. Consent Agenda
All items in the consent agenda are voted on collectively. The Chair will call out each
item for consideration of discussion. Any item can be singled out for separate vote;
then, only the remaining items will be voted on collectively.

Recommended Motion:
THAT the committee receives for information/approval, Consent Agenda items 5.1 to
5.3.

5.1 HS03-23 Information on the Auditor General of Canada’s Report on “Chronic
Homelessness”

70

Report HS03-23 provides details on the Auditor General of Canada’s “Report 5 –
Chronic Homelessness” and is for information purposes.

5.2 CS05-23 Pre-ECE Certificate Program Update 77
Board Report CS05-23 provides an update related to the development and
implementation of the Pre-ECE Skills Building Program in the North.  

5.3 CS06-23 RFP-Early Years and Child Care 10-Year Service Plan 81



Board Report CS06-23 provides information related to a request for proposal
that has been issued to support with the development of a 10-year Early Years
and Child Care Service System Plan.  

6. Managers' Reports

6.1 PS05-26 Community Paramedicine Collaboration with Crisis Centre North Bay 84
This report provides an update on the collaborative efforts between Paramedic
Services – Community Paramedic (CP) Program and the Crisis Centre North Bay
(CCNB) to support the under sheltered population

7. Move In Camera
There are no in-camera items.

8. Adjourn In Camera

9. Other Business / New Business
There was no new business.

10. Next Meeting Date
The next scheduled meeting for the Community Services Committee is October 25,
2023.

11. Adjournment
Recommended Motion:
THAT the Community Services Committee meeting be adjourned at____ PM.  
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BRIEFING NOTE    SSE04-23 
 

☒ For Information  or   ☐ For Approval 
 

                               

Date:    June 28, 2023 
 
Purpose:          Poverty Report 2 - Housing and Homelessness 

Department Approval: Michelle Glabb, Director of Social Services   
  
Reviewed by:   Justin Avery, Manager of Finance 
 
Approved by:   Catherine Matheson, Chief Administrative Officer   

  
Alignment with Strategic Plan: Healthy, Sustainable Communities  

☐ Maximize Impact   ☒ Remove Barriers     ☒Seamless Access      ☐ Learn & Grow 

 
 

Briefing Note SSE04-23 is the second poverty profile report that complements the first 
report on income and low-income lines, by providing an update on key census 2021 
housing indicators that include housing tenure, acceptable housing, core housing need, 
and shelter to income ratios. The report also looks at factors related to social assistance 
and low-income housing to provide an additional perspective on the housing supply and 
affordability issues faced by the Board’s Ontario Works clients. The report sets the 
stage for the upcoming local housing needs and supply study by highlighting gaps and 
poor housing outcomes for some Nipissing residents, and the need to find solutions to 
close the gaps and improve outcomes.   
 
BACKGROUND:  

Previous reports presented to the Board relating to poverty include: 
 

 Briefing Note SSE09-22 (October 2022) was the first report in a series of reports 
on income and poverty describing income distribution in Nipissing District and 
Ontario based on 2021 census income data. The analysis includes the 
distribution of income sources and the prevalence of low income as measured by 
national low-income lines, followed by relevant Social Assistance income 
comparisons. 

 Briefing Note SSE04-22 (April 2022) summarized recommendations made in a 
report released by the Government of Canada in December 2021 called 
Understanding Systems: The 2021 Report of the National Advisory Council on 
Poverty.   
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 Briefing Note SSE01-21 (January 2021) provided an overview of the provincial 
poverty reduction strategy outlined in a report entitled Building a Strong 
Foundation for Success: Reducing Poverty in Ontario (2020-2025) 
 

 
CURRENT STATUS AND STEPS TAKEN TO DATE: 

Depending upon a person’s circumstances everyone can be located at some point 
along the housing continuum illustrated below in Figure 1 and while there are systems 
in place to help those finding themselves on the left hand side of the continuum, it is 
important to understand how access to adequate income impacts housing stability.  
 

 
 
It is also important to understand that amongst the households who are housed, not all 
are housed to a standard that is considered acceptable.  Acceptable Housing refers to 
housing that is adequate, affordable, and suitable as defined by the Canada Mortgage 
and Housing Corporation (CMHC).  Adequate housing does not require any major 
repairs (heating, plumbing, electrical), affordable housing costs less than 30% of total, 
before-tax household income, and suitable housing has enough bedrooms for the size 
and composition of the family household resident based on the National Occupancy 
Standard.  Households that fall below one or more of these thresholds may also be in 
core housing need if they cannot afford alternative housing that is acceptable (see 
below). 
 
Core Housing Need refers to whether a private household's housing falls below at least 
one of the adequacy, affordability or suitability components described above, and would 
have to spend 30% or more of its total before-tax income to pay the median rent of 
alternative local housing that is acceptable and meets all three.  In Nipissing District, 
almost 3 out of 10 households live in unacceptable housing with 1 out of 10 considered 
to be in core housing need.  
 
From strictly an income perspective, the ability to secure and maintain adequate, 
affordable and suitable housing for households living in poverty, specifically within the 
context of low social assistance rates, is challenging.  Further, the availability of 
adequate, affordable and suitable housing is also a significant contributing factor to why 
housing instability and homelessness exist.   
 
The following represents some of the other key highlights presented in this Report: 
 

 There are 3585 households in Nipissing district in core housing need. 

 Unaffordable housing is the main reason (78.9%) that Nipissing households are 

in core housing need, followed by inadequate housing in poor repair (7.7%) and 

unsuitable housing where households are under (or over) housed (1.5%). A 

Figure 1 
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relatively large number (12.0%) of households experience more than one of 

these unacceptable housing conditions. 

 Some of the northern service management areas have the largest respective 
share of core housing need households that are in inadequate housing.  

 Amongst Nipissing District renter households, 2 in every 10 are in core housing 
need.  

 Of the renter households in core housing need, 62.4% spend 30%-49% of their 
income on housing costs and the remaining 37.6% spend 50% or more on 
housing costs (deep core housing need). 

 17% of renter households in core housing need are in subsidized housing. 

 Of the renter households in core housing need that are in subsidized housing 
15.1% fall below the affordability threshold.  Of these households 32% are in 
deep core housing need paying 50% or more of their household income on 
housing costs.     

 The number of the district’s core housing need renter households in unaffordable 
housing is five to six times higher in non-subsidized housing than subsidized 
housing.   

 Based on the affordability threshold associated to unacceptable housing most 
Ontario Works recipients are considered to be in core housing need given low 
social assistance rates and the average market rent.   

 Renting a one-bedroom unit at average market rent ($842) is not an option for a 
single OW recipient receiving maximum OW assistance ($733).  Average market 
rent exceeds the social assistance rate by over $100 a month.  The proportion of 
the general population in Nipissing District renting (33.7%) was significantly lower 
that the proportion of the OW caseload renting (92%) in 2021. 

 In 2022, in Nipissing, clients in receipt of OW declaring no fixed address 
increased from 4% to 7%. 

 There are 2210 social and affordable housing units across the District. 

 There is a disconnect between the social and affordable housing inventory and 
the demographic of the OW caseload.  A little over half of the social housing 
inventory is bachelor and 1-bedroom units and 67% of the OW caseload are 
single households.  It should be noted however that 7 out of 10 of the bachelor 
and one-bedroom units are dedicated to seniors over the age of 65 but less than 
1% of the OW caseload is over the age of 64.   

 While OW shelter rates have not increased since 2017, the inflation rates 
associated to shelter continue to rise year over year, with the most significant 
increase of 7.1% in 2022.  

 There are currently 97 shelter beds (shelters and women’s shelters) and 56 
transitional housing beds in Nipissing District with efforts underway to increase 
transitional housing beds by an additional 44.  There are also emergency 
overflow beds that open under certain circumstances.   

 
NEXT STEPS: 

In order to inform the Boards advocacy, policy development, planning and service 
delivery across DNSSAB`s program areas, it is critical to understand the correlation 
between poverty, housing and homelessness.   As such, the current report and 
associated infographic, included as Appendix A and B, includes housing indicators from 
the 2021 Census and information related to housing and homelessness in comparison 
to relevant social assistance data.  Given that living in poverty can be equated to not 
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having the income or financial means to meet even the most basic of needs like food 
and shelter, the next report will focus on food insecurity and the ability to acquire 
healthy and nutritious foods on a social assistance income.   
 
CONCLUSION: 

Having a safe place to call home is critical to the Board’s vision for healthy sustainable 
communities and an essential part of stabilizing vulnerable populations. A households 
ability to secure and maintain acceptable housing that is adequate, affordable and 
suitable is often hindered by inadequate income levels and housing costs that are 
becoming increasingly inaccessible to those living in poverty.  There has been a sharp 
increase in the percentage of the Ontario Works caseload declaring no fixed address.  
While there are social safety nets in place to address housing and homelessness 
issues, the supply often does not meet the demand.  For this reason, continuing to 
develop and implement strategies to increase capacity and bridge this lack of alignment 
will be imperative moving forward. 
 
Furthermore, the enclosed report supports the Board’s corporate strategy by working to 
remove systemic barriers, house those in need, and advocate to government on the 
disparities and inequalities in income and housing in Nipissing District. 
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POVERTY: HOUSING AND 
HOMELESSNESS IN NIPISSING 
DISTRICT, POVERTY REPORT # 2:  
This is the second report in a series of poverty 

profile reports to the District of Nipissing Social 

Services Administration Board. Report # 2 

presents key housing indicators for Nipissing 

District based on the 2021 census data. The 

report also describes social assistance income, 

rent, and other factors related to housing supply 

and affordability issues experienced by social 

assistance recipients and the low-income 

population. 

DISTRICT OF NIPISSING SOCIAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION BOARD 
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Executive Summary 
Having safe, acceptable housing and a place to call home is essential to stabilizing vulnerable 

people living in poverty. For this reason, this second report in a series of poverty profile reports 

focuses on housing and homelessness in Nipissing District.  In view of the Board’s vision for 

healthy and sustainable communities and working to remove systemic barriers such as 

disparities in income, housing and poverty, these reports serve to inform the Board’s advocacy, 

policy development, planning, and service delivery across the program areas. 

The second poverty profile report complements the first report on income and low-income lines, 

by providing an update on key census 2021 housing indicators that include housing tenure, 

acceptable housing, core housing need, and shelter to income ratios. The report also looks at 

factors related to social assistance and low-income housing to provide an additional perspective 

on the housing supply and affordability issues faced by the Board’s Ontario Works clients. 

Combined, the census and Ontario Works housing information and analysis provides insight into 

the housing situation for Nipissing District’s general population, and the context for housing 

challenges experienced by sub-groups such as social assistance recipients and low-income 

family households.  

Building upon the findings of the first Board report on income and poverty, the following is a 

summary of the main report and the key findings from the research and data analysis. 

The report starts with the housing tenure of households as a main indicator of housing status and 

outcomes. Renter households are a focus for the poverty reports and the Board as most low-

income family households and social assistance recipients are renters, and are more likely to be 

in core housing need given their low income relative to market rent. 

Picking up from the previous report, there are 37,250 households in Nipissing District and two-

thirds of the households own their home while about one-third are renters. Over the past five 

years the district’s homeownership rate has decreased by 1.2% while the rental rate has 

increased 1.0%. The change in tenure during the period is rooted in the district’s household 

growth of 3.3% where the growth in renter households is almost twice that of owners. This adds 

to the increasing pressure in the rental markets and affordable housing supply. The local change 

in housing tenure has also been observed at the national and provincial level and according to a 

report by Statistics Canada, homeownership has been decreasing since peaking in 2011.  

Comparing the district’s housing tenure rates to Ontario as a benchmark, Nipissing has a lower 

homeownership rate (66% Vs. 68.4%) and a higher renter rate than Ontario (33.7% vs. 31.4%). 

At the local level, housing tenure varies widely across the district ranging from above 90.0% in 

the rural areas of Chisholm, East Ferris, and Papineau-Cameron to below 70.0% in the 

population centres of West Nipissing (Sturgeon Falls), Mattawa and North Bay. Conversely, the 

number of renters is the lowest (< 10.0%) and highest (30.0% >) in these respective areas. 

When looking at tenure demographics such as family household type, the district’s renters are 

comprised of significantly more singles and lone-parents while the homeowners tend to be more 

families. For example, whereas singles and other (non-family) households account for over half 

(57.1%) of the district’s renters, they make up just one-quarter of homeowners. On the flipside, 

couple families- with and without children - account for the majority (61.5%) of homeowners but 
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just one-quarter of renters. Concerning the rent tenure, the above also stands out across 

Ontario’s 49 census divisions, where the share of Nipissing District’s single renters is one of the 

higher rates in the province and the share of couple families that rent, one of the lowest.  

At the local level, the proportion of family households that are homeowners and renters vary 

widely across the district’s municipalities and areas. As an example, on the ownership side, the 

portion of couple families (with or without children) that are homeowners ranges from over 70.0% 

in East Ferris, down to below half (49.5%) the homeowners in South Algonquin. There is also 

significant variation in single homeowners, ranging from 40% in Nipissing South and South 

Algonquin to less than half this rate (16.1%) in East Ferris. Switching to renters, the portion of 

family renters ranges across the district from 50.0% in Chisholm to less than half this rate 

(23.0%) in Mattawa and West Nipissing. Meanwhile, the single renter group ranges from all the 

renter households in Mattawan down to 30.8% in South Algonquin.  

The study also looks at acceptable housing and core housing need as further key indicators of 

the housing status of Nipissing District residents and households. Specifically, acceptable 

housing follows the national definition and refers to housing that is adequate (does not require 

any major repairs), affordable (costs less than 30% of household income before taxes), and 

suitable (has enough bedrooms for the size and composition of the family household). A 

household is considered to live in housing that is not acceptable – or unacceptable - if it falls 

below one or more of these thresholds. Some of the households living in unacceptable housing 

are considered to be in core housing need if they cannot afford alternative, local housing that 

meets the threshold standards above. The main study findings pertaining to acceptable housing 

and core housing need are summarized below. 

Close to three quarters (73.0%) of Nipissing District households live in acceptable housing while 

the remainder (27.0%) live in housing that is not acceptable (about 10,000 households). The 

largest share of households living in unacceptable housing fall below the affordability threshold 

and account for 16.8% of all households in Nipissing, or 62.2% of those in unacceptable housing. 

The remaining households in unacceptable housing fall below the adequacy (20.5%) and 

suitability thresholds (7.6%), or below more than one of the thresholds (9.6%). 

Compared to the Ontario benchmark, Nipissing District has relatively more households (6.0%) 

that live in acceptable housing and subsequently fewer households (6.0%) living in housing that 

is not acceptable. Across the district, the share of households in unacceptable housing ranges 

from over one-third of the households in Mattawa (35.5%) to less than half this rate in Papineau 

Cameron and Nipissing North (15.1%). In most of the other municipalities and areas the number 

of households living in unacceptable housing is in the 20.0% + range. 

The reasons households live in housing that is considered not acceptable also varies by 

municipality and area. For example, the number of households in unaffordable housing -spending 

more than 30% of their income on housing -ranges from 18.5% in Mattawa and North Bay down 

to around 8.0% in Papineau-Cameron and Nipissing North. Meanwhile, the largest share of 

households living in inadequate housing requiring major repair is on Nipissing First Nation where 

15.5% of the households live in this condition. The inadequacy rate is the lowest in North Bay at 

4.4% of the city’s households. Turning to suitability, the range of households living in unsuitable 

housing is considerably narrower than the other two thresholds above, from 3.0% of the 

households in Chisholm to 1.8% in West Nipissing. 
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The decription of acceptable housing provides a full picture of the district’s household housing 

status and is the first step in identifying whether households live in acceptable – or unacceptable 

– housing. However, as some of these households can afford other acceptable housing options, 

the next step is identifying households who are in core housing need, i.e., they live in 

unacceptable housing but cannot afford alternative, local housing that is acceptable and meets 

the national housing standards. The remaining summary findings for the census section of the 

study, focus on households in core housing need.  

Whereas almost 3 out of 10 households in Nipissing District are living in unacceptable housing 

(from above), 1 out of 10 households (3,585) are considered to be in core housing need with 

affordability as the dominant issue. Unaffordable housing is the main reason (78.9%) that 

Nipissing households are in core housing need, followed by inadequate housing in poor repair 

(7.7%) and unsuitable housing where households are under (or over) housed (1.5%). A relatively 

large number (12.0%) of households experience more than one of these unacceptable and core 

need conditions. As shown further on in the summary – and based on the affordability threshold - 

many Ontario Works (OW) clients are considered to be in core housing need given their social 

assistance shelter rates and average market rents. 

While core housing need in the district is comprised of both, homeowners and renters, the latter 

are more likely to be in core housing need as they account for the majority (72.5%) of the core 

need households. And while housing affordability is the main reason that owners and renters are 

in core housing need, it is more prevalent for renters (65.0% vs. 84.0% respectively). On the 

other hand, inadequate housing that is in poor repair is more of an issue for owners (18.3%) than 

renters (3.5%). 

In comparison with Ontario, Nipissing District has relatively fewer (2.0%) households than the 

province in core housing need. The portion of Nipissing households that fall below the 

affordability threshold however, is slightly larger compared to the province (78.9% vs. 76.2% 

respectively). Nipissing also has a significantly higher rate of core housing need for inadequate 

housing, which is one and three quarters that of the province (7.7% vs. 4.4%). On the other hand, 

the district’s core housing need rate for unsuitable housing (1.5%) is three times less than the 

province (4.9%).   

Across the district’s municipalities and areas, core housing need varies from a little over one-

quarter (27.1%) of the households in Mattawa, down to about one-quarter this rate in East Ferris 

(4.3%). The district’s main population centre, North Bay, sits in the centre of the distribution 

around the district rate (10.0%). Further to the district’s population centres of Mattawa, North 

Bay, and West Nipissing, they account for the majority (87.3%) of households in core housing 

need in Nipissing District. North Bay has the largest portion of core housing need households in 

unaffordable housing (84.5%) which is signifcantly higher than the other centres: Mattawa 

(69.6%) and West Nipissing (67.1%). On the other hand, the portion of households in core 

housing need due to inadequate housing is highest in Mattawa where about one in five 

households live in housing requiring major repair. West Nipissing has the next highest rate 

(11.0%) of inadequate housing followed by North Bay at 3.4% (assessing core housing need by 

the housing thresholds in the rural municipalities and areas is difficult due to the relatively small 

household counts and the combined effects of random rounding and sampling error). It is also 

interesting to note that renters are much more likely to be in core housing need in the population 

centres while owners are more likely to be in core need in the rural areas.  
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Turning to shelter cost to income ratios (STIR), this housing indicator provides further insight into 

the affordability threshold and the extent to which households pay a relatively large amount of 

their income on housing costs. For Nipissing households that are in core housing need, the STIR 

levels of 30%> and 50%> are used to gauge the depth of unaffordability and the focus is on 

renter households which includes most Ontario Works clients and other low-income family 

households in Nipissing District. 

Of the 2,600 renter households in Nipissing District that are in core housing need, most (94.0%) 

fall below the affordability threshold and are in unaffordable housing. The remaining (6.0%) core 

need renters fall below the adequacy and/or suitability thresholds only. For those falling below 

the affordability threshold, 62.4% are spending between 30% - 49% of their household income on 

housing costs while the remaining 37.6% are spending 50% or more, and are considered to be in 

deep core housing need. 

In comparison to Ontario, Nipissing has a larger share of core housing need renters below the 

affordability threshold (94.0% vs. 88.2%) and about half the share of other core need renter 

households that fall below the adequacy and/or suitability thresholds only (6.0% vs. 11.8%). 

Additionally, Nipissing has a larger share of core housing need renters paying 30% - 49% of their 

household income on housing costs (62.4% vs. 56.5%) and a smaller share who are in deep core 

housing need and paying 50% or more (37.6% vs. 43.5%). 

It is also interesting to look at core housing need and the STIR levels by the type of rent that is 

paid based on whether the rent is subsidized or not. While the majority (83.0%) of core housing 

need renters in Nipissing District do not live in subsidized housing, the remaining renters (17.0%) 

do live in subsidized housing. This illustrates that subsidized housing does not necessarily lift all 

renters out of core housing need.  

In terms of the STIR levels, the number of core housing need renter households paying between 

30% - 49% of household income on housing costs that are not in subsidized housing is 83.7% 

while the remaining 16.3% of these households are in subsidized housing. Meanwhile, 87.0% 

(800) of the households in deep core housing need that pay 50% or more of their household 

income on housing costs, are not in subsidized housing while the remaining 13.0% (120) are in 

subsidized housing.  

The next section of the study turns to social assistance information and analysis with a focus on 

Ontario Works (OW) homelessness (as measured by no fixed address) and renters, and the 

housing supply and income gaps experienced by clients and other low-income households. 

In Nipissing District, there was a monthly average of 122 OW homeless clients with no fixed 

address (7.0% of the caseload) between January and September of 2022. This represents a 

52.0% increase over the past couple of years. And while the district currently has 97 shelter beds 

and 56 Transitional Housing beds with an option for additional emergency overflow, the need for 

shelter services clearly extends well beyond OW clientele.  

Turning to subsidized social and affordable housing, the social housing inventory in Nipissing 

District consists of a mix of Rent-Geared-to-Income (RGI) and Market rent units. Currently, there 

are 2210 social and affordable housing units in the district with a little over half (55.0%) allocated 

to single households through bachelor or 1-bedroom units. The remaining (45.0%) are 2 to 5-

bedroom units. However, with over half (57.0%) the social and affordable housing supply 

designated to senior citizens 65 years or older, this leaves a large gap for other family types and 
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age groups. For example, whereas two-thirds of the OW caseload is comprised of single 

households under the age of 65 years, just 38.0% of the bachelor and 1-bedroom units would be 

available for this group (and the excess demand for these units is reflected in the long waiting 

time as indicated below). 

Currently there are a little over 900 people on the waiting list for the above social housing and the 

average wait time for a ‘non-seniors’ bachelor and 1-bedroom unit is approximately 10 years. 

Looking at the waitlist by family household type, about half those waiting for social and affordable 

housing are singles while another one-quarter are senior citizens. Single parents represent the 

next largest share (18.0%) of the waitlist followed by families, with and without, children (5.0%). 

 

A little over half (54.0%) the social housing waiting list applicants are in receipt of social 

assistance, with most (38.0%) of the applicants in receipt of ODSP and the remainder (16.0%) 

being in receipt of OW. The remaining applicants (46.0%) are in receipt of other income such as 

Canada Pension (CPP, OAS), WSIB, earnings from employment etc. Given the low OW rates 

and income described in the previous report and touched down on below, it is somewhat 

surprising that OW recipients are considerably under-represented on the social housing waiting 

list.   

 

Apart from the supply gaps identified above there are also disparities between social assistance 

rates and rent. As an example, the OW maximum shelter allowance for a single person ($390) 

covers less than half (46.0%) the average market rent for a one-bedroom unit ($842). As their 

combined entitlement for shelter and basic needs is $733, their rent would exceed their maximum 

monthly income making one-bedroom units inaccessible to this population. While this example 

illustrates the income-rent gap for single households there are many other examples for other 

OW family households.  

Further, as social assistance rates impact a recipient’s ability to secure and maintain acceptable 

housing, this report also compares the Consumer Price Index (CPI) with social assistance rates 

to illustrate how these rates have failed to keep pace with the rising cost of housing.  For 

example, the OW maximum shelter allowance has not seen an increase since 2017 yet the CPI 

rate for shelter has increased annually reaching a high of 7.1% in 2022. Given the current 

maximum entitlements for OW clients and average market rents as noted above, it is hard to see 

how those on social assistance can live in acceptable housing and not be in core housing need. 
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1.0 Preamble 
1.1 Introduction  
The District of Nipissing Social Services Administration Board (DNSSAB) plays a major role in 

providing various human services to residents throughout Nipissing District, including to those 

who are marginalized and have low incomes. With a vision for healthy and sustainable 

communities, the Board looks forward to seeing communities where residents have the social 

and economic conditions and opportunities they need to develop to their maximum potential. 

Working to remove systemic barriers such as disparities in income, housing and poverty is 

fundamental to achieving the Board’s vision and individual well-being for Nipissing residents.   

1.2 Purpose  
In view of the above, this report focuses on housing to complement the first report to the Board, 

on 2021 census and provincial social assistance income in Ontario. As two of the prime social 

determinants, income and housing largely influence health and well-being outcomes and the 

extent to which healthy, sustainable communities can thrive.  

The 2021 census conducted by Statistics Canada provides an opportunity to update the Board 

on key housing indicators that include housing tenure, acceptable housing, core housing need, 

and shelter to income ratios. The indicator data and analysis is presented for Nipissing District 

and its municipalities and areas, with comparisons made to Ontario and the 49 census divisions 

for benchmarking purposes. This provides insight into the housing situation and outcomes for 

Nipissing District’s general population, and the context for housing challenges experienced by 

sub-groups such as social assistance recipients and low-income family households.  

Drawing from other various data sources, the report also includes data and analysis concerning 

factors related to social assistance and low-income housing. These include the local supply of 

social housing and emergency shelters; housing waiting list/ demand; social assistance rates and 

income; and market and RGI rents.  This section provides an additional perspective on the 

housing supply and affordability issues faced by the Board’s Ontario Works clients.  

This is the second in a series of poverty profile reports for the Board, with the first one published 

in October, 2022. The report series will serve to further inform the Board’s advocacy, policy 

development, planning, and service delivery across the program areas. 

1.3 Report Production  
This report was written by Michelle Glabb, DNSSAB Director of Employment and Social Services; 
Aimie Caruso, Manager of Employment and Client Outcomes and David Plumstead, DNSSAB 
Manager of Planning, Outcomes and Analytics. The report infographic was created by Lisa 
Cirullo-Seguin, Ontario Works Data Coordinator.  

1.4 Scope   
The data and analysis in the report is confined to secondary data that is readily available through 

census products, social assistance administrative databases, and other various sources. 
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The census data and analysis is limited to the four variables - and their sub-variables - mentioned 

earlier which include housing tenure, acceptable housing, core housing need, and shelter to 

income ratios. Additionally, housing tenure is cross-referenced with family household type. The 

collection and analysis of the datasets fits the research objective to provide the Board and 

member municipalities with updated housing indicators for Nipissing District and the 

municipalities and areas. While there are other census housing datasets that could be useful in 

the study, the collection and analysis of the data would widen the scope considerably and exceed 

the project timelines and duration (see also, Limitations). 

The project scope also includes the collection and analysis of housing-related data relevant to 

Ontario Works and social assistance. These variables are sourced from internal, ministry, and 

other databases and include housing supply, demand (social housing waiting list), OW 

demographics, income, rent (CMHC) and inflation (CPI-Statistics Canada). 

Depending on the data source, data is tabulated and analyzed at four levels of geography in the 

study: Nipissing District, Ontario, Nipissing District municipalities and areas, and Ontario’s 49 

census divisions / service manager areas. 

The above project scope fits the study research objective, capacity, timelines, and planned 

duration for the project (April – June 2023). 

1.5 Methodology 
Similar to the previous report, the study is an observational, cross-sectional design utilizing 

secondary datasets and descriptive statistics to summarize the data and indicators. 

The data is displayed in tables and charts, and analyzed through descriptive statistics using 

frequency distributions and common summary measures to numerically describe the data’s 

centre point and spread/variation. Common measures include the average for the centre point, 

and range (smallest, largest) and quartiles for the spread. Statistical outliers are also identified 

where extreme or influential observations are noticed in the distribution.1 The use of two-way 

tables also facilitates multivariate analysis to look at the relationship between categorical 

variables of interest. 

Unless otherwise stated, the census housing data in section 4.0 is sourced from the following 

Statistics Canada tables, publicly available on the 2021 Census of Population website. The data 

was downloaded in the Beyond 20/20 Browser format and exported into Excel for analysis. 

Statistics Canada. Table 98-10-0232-01  Age of primary household maintainer by tenure: 

Canada, provinces and territories, census divisions and census subdivisions 

Statistics Canada. Table 98-10-0246-01  Acceptable housing by tenure: Canada, provinces and 

territories, census divisions and census subdivisions 

Statistics Canada. Table 98-10-0247-01  Core housing need by tenure including presence of 

mortgage payments and subsidized housing: Canada, provinces and territories, census divisions 

and census subdivisions  

                                            
1 For the purpose of this study, statistical outliers are identified using the IQR rule where a datapoint 
falls more than 1.5 x IQR above the third quartile (Q3) or below the first quartile (Q1). IQR = Q3-Q1. 
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The social assistance and housing-related data in section 5.0 and 6.0 is sourced from internal 

and ministry administrative databases, and the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 

(CMHC). 

1.5.1 Limitations  
Overall, the quality of census data is considered to be very good, although data quality needs to 

be considered during the analysis and specifically for smaller geographies and populations. For 

example, the census housing indicator data in this study is derived from the census long-form 

questionnaire and is based on a random sample of 25% of private households in Canada. Thus, 

the indicator estimates are subject to sampling error that tends to increase for smaller areas as 

the sample size becomes smaller and variability in the estimates increase. Sampling error is 

typically estimated through measures of variability such as the standard error, coefficient of 

variation, and/or confidence intervals.  

Statistics Canada uses confidence intervals to measure the uncertainty in the long-form 

estimates for the 2021 census data and along with the estimates, they are provided in the census 

data tables. The interval provides an upper and lower bound around the estimate at a chosen 

level of confidence of 95%. Essentially, this indicates that under repeated sampling of the 

population using the same survey methodology and process, the intervals would contain the true 

population value of interest, 95% of the time (taking half the confidence interval as a percentage 

of the estimate provides the coefficient of variation, or margin of error).  

For larger geographies and household counts, and where data is aggregated at higher levels and 

for single variables, the confidence interval is narrow indicating that the sampling error is small 

and not a concern. As an example, the sampling margin of error for many of the study’s housing 

indicators at the provincial (Ontario) level of detail are less than 1.0% and not of significance or 

concern. Moving down to the census division level of detail (Nipissing District) the error increases 

for some indicator variables but often is below 5% and still of little significance or concern for the 

purpose of this study. Sampling error can then become significantly larger at smaller levels of 

detail, such as for rural census sub divisions or when parsing the indicator variables and data into 

sub-variables, groups, or cross-tabulations. In these situations, the confidence interval becomes 

much wider with a margin of error that can be 50% or higher.  

In terms of practical significance, the size of the census sampling error and confidence intervals 

for the various datasets used in the study, generally does not affect the studies goal to inform 

public policy, planning, service delivery and advocacy. However, some of the district’s smaller 

rural areas have relatively large sampling error and confidence intervals that can influence the 

meaning of the data and these will be noted in the report where they occur. 

The census data is also subject to non-sampling error, which includes questionnaire non-

response as a main source of error. Non-response occurs when a household receiving a census 

questionnaire doesn’t respond to one or some of the questions (partial non-response) or the 

entire questionnaire (total non-response). Questionnaire non-response can bias the census 

counts and estimates if the household characteristics from the non-responding households differ 

from those of the responding households.  

One of the main data quality indicators used by Statistics Canada to measure non-response is 

the Total Non-Response rate (TNR). The TNR occurs when all the questions are unanswered, or 

the returned questionnaire does not meet the minimum content to continue processing. 
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Generally, the lower the TNR rate, the less risk there is of non-response bias and the more 

reliable the data is. Data in areas with higher TNRs should be used with caution, particularly 

where the rate is above 50%. The long-form TNRs for Nipissing District and its municipalities and 

areas are located in Appendix 1. It can be noted that South Algonquin, Temagami, and Nipissing 

South have relatively high TNRs, with Bear Island well exceeding 50% (although data for Bear 

Island is shown in the report for census tables where it is available, the data should be 

interpreted with caution due to the high TNR rate and the greater risk of biased estimates). 

For some of the data tables, Statistics Canada has suppressed the data for Bear Island, 

Nipissing South, and Mattawan for confidentiality purposes. 

As mentioned earlier, the study is limited to four census housing indicators and does not include 

other census data that could also be useful in describing the housing situation of Nipissing 

District residents. These tables include the structural type of dwelling, period of construction, size 

(# bedrooms); housing costs; and housing demographics such as age, gender, household size (# 

people), and immigrant status. Additionally, many of these tables can be cross-tabulated, 

including with some of the housing indicators in the study. This could be an area for further 

research and analysis. 

The census housing indicators in section 4.0 pertain to households in private dwellings, which 

does not include those living in collective dwellings such as shelters, group homes, lodging and 

rooming houses, correctional facilities, nursing homes, etc. 

Based on the project scope and methodology, the study does not include past census data for 

time series and trend analysis on the census housing indicators.  

2.0 Data Notes and Definitions 
 

2.1 Census Data 
To ensure confidentiality, Statistics Canada performs random rounding, either up or down, to 

multiples of 5 or 10 on all counts and values. Thus, when summing or grouping the data, the 

individual counts may not necessarily add up to the totals or sub totals. This is particularly 

noticeable for small cell counts associated with areas that have relatively small populations (such 

as some of the rural areas in Nipissing District). 

The census data is available through numerous tables and various data products provided by 

Statistics Canada. Due to the rounding process (above) and other considerations, the count or 

value for a given variable may be different depending on which table or product it is sourced 

from. For example, the count or value for a variable in the census profile may be different for the 

same variable in a cross-tabulation table. Generally, the differences are negligible and 

insignificant but become more of an issue for relatively small populations where rounding has a 

larger affect (for example, a small count may be rounded up to 10 in one table but down to 0 in 

another table).  

2.2 Definitions 
Acceptable Housing refers to housing that is adequate, affordable, and suitable as defined by the 

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC). Adequate housing does not require any 
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major repairs (heating, plumbing, electrical), affordable housing costs less than 30% of total, 

before-tax household income, and suitable housing has enough bedrooms for the size and 

composition of the family household resident based on the National Occupancy Standard. 

Households that fall below one or more of these thresholds may also be in core housing need if 

they cannot afford alternative housing that is acceptable (see below).2 

Core Housing Need refers to whether a private household's housing falls below at least one of 

the adequacy, affordability or suitability components described above, and would have to 

spend 30% or more of its total before-tax income to pay the median rent of alternative local 

housing that is acceptable and meets all three.3 

3.0 Housing Continuum 
When looking at housing and homelessness it is helpful to frame the analysis and conversation 

around the housing continuum, which views housing as an interrelated system:   

 

 

Everyone can be located at some point along the continuum and as such, it represents all the 

housing options available in the community from emergency shelters on one end to 

homeownership on the other. As people progress through their life cycle, circumstances change 

which can affect what type of housing they are living in. Although it is generally desirable to move 

along the continuum to the right, movement is not always linear or progressive. The continuum is 

meant to show the various housing states and options available in the community rather than the 

need to progress along the continuum.  

                                            
2  The concept of housing that is not acceptable (or unacceptable for the purpose of this paper) differs 
from core housing need as it includes those who would not have to spend 30% or more of their income to 
find alternative housing that is acceptable. Or in other words, these households can afford housing that 
is adequate and suitable. 
 
3 By Statistics Canada definition, only private, non-farm, non-reserve and owner or renter households 

with incomes greater than zero and shelter-cost-to-income ratios less than 100% are assessed for core 

housing need. Additionally, Non-family households with at least one maintainer aged 15 to 29 attending 

school are considered not to be in 'core housing need' regardless of their housing circumstances. 

Attending school is considered a transitional phase, and low incomes earned by student households are 

viewed as being a temporary condition. 

 

Figure 1  
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Keeping with the theme of this series of reports, the focus is on acceptable housing and 

affordability for social assistance recipients and other low-income family households in Nipissing 

District. This aspect of housing tends to be more associated with the left side of the continuum 

and subsidized rental housing that is generally provided by the government and non-profit 

organizations. While not all stages along the continuum will be analyzed or are relevant to the 

study, it provides a useful framework and reference for the analysis and findings. 

4.0 Housing Indicators, 2021 Census 
This section focuses on key census housing indicators that describe the housing situation and 

outcomes of Nipissing District residents, within the context of the relatively low income and social 

assistance rates described in the first poverty and income report. As mentioned earlier, these 

indicators include housing tenure; acceptable housing; core housing need; and shelter to income 

ratios, with an emphasis on housing that is adequate, affordable, and suitable.  

4.1 Housing Tenure Nipissing District 
Picking up from the previous report, Income and Poverty in Nipissing District, Report #1, there 

are 37,250 households in Nipissing District. As noted in the table below two-thirds of the district’s 

family households own their home while about one-third are renters. Additionally, a small number 

of First Nation family households are placed under another occupancy category as they do not 

fall under the standard tenure categories.4 

Table 1. Housing Tenure, Nipissing District 
2021 

Households 
(#) 

Households 
(%) 

Change 
since 2016 

All households 37,250 100.0   3.3 %   

    Owners 24,560   65.9  -1.2% 

    Renters 12,535   33.7   1.0% 

    Dwelling provided by the local     

    government, First Nation or Indian Band 

     160    0.4   167% 

Over the past five years the district’s homeownership rate has decreased by 1.2% (from 67.1%) 

while the rental rate has increased 1.0% (from 32.7%). The change in tenure during the period is 

rooted in the district’s household growth of 3.3% or 1,200 households: while the number of 

owners and renters in the district are the highest they have ever been, the increase in renters is 

outpacing owners. For example, the growth in renter households (730) since 2016 is almost twice 

that of owner households (375) with First Nation band housing (100) accounting for the remaining 

growth. This adds to the increasing pressure in the rental markets and affordable housing supply. 

The change in housing tenure over the last five years has also been observed at the national and 

provincial level. According to a report by Statistics Canada, To buy or to rent (2022) 
                                            
4 As noted by Statistics Canada, for historical and statutory reasons, shelter occupancy on reserves or 

settlements does not lend itself to the usual classification by standard tenure categories. Therefore, a 

special category, 'dwelling provided by the local government, First Nation or Indian band,' has been 

created for census purposes. In Nipissing District, there are 160 dwellings under this classification in the 

2021 census. 
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homeownership has been decreasing since peaking in 2011. The report cites a number of factors 

influencing the change in housing tenure including construction trends, investment, supply, 

changing housing preferences and affordability, household growth, aging population, housing 

policy, and more recently, the COVID pandemic. 

Renter households are a focus for the poverty reports and the Board as most low-income family 

households and social assistance recipients are renters, and are more likely to be in core 

housing need given their low income relative to market rent (see section 6.0).5 

4.1.1 Housing Tenure, Nipissing District and Ontario 

The table below compares the above tenure rates for Nipissing District, with Ontario as a 

benchmark. 

Table 2. Housing Tenure, Nipissing District 
and Ontario 2021 

Nipissing Ontario Difference 

    Owners   65.9   68.4  -1.2% 

    Renters   33.7   31.4   2.3% 

    Dwelling provided by the local     

    government, First Nation or Indian Band 

   0.4    0.2   0.2% 

As noted in the table, Nipissing has a lower homeownership rate and a higher renter rate than 

Ontario. 

Although not shown in the table, Ontario’s homeownership  and renter rate have changed in 

similar proportion to Nipissing District over the past five years, i.e., homeownership has 

decreased by 1.3% (from 69.7%) while the rental rate has increased 1.2% (from 30.2%). Also 

similar to the district, the increase in provincial renters is outpacing that of owners. Since 2016 

the number of renter households in the province has increased 10.6%, which is over twice that of 

homeowners (4.3%). 

4.1.2 Housing Tenure, Nipissing District Municipalities and Areas 
Figure 2 on the following page shows the housing tenure for Nipissing’s municipalities and areas, 

with the data presented in descending order starting with the area that has the highest rate of 

homeownership.  

                                            
5 At the time of the census, a relatively small number of Ontario Works and ODSP recipients owned their 
homes (2.0% and 6.0% respectively). 
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Notes: 1) Random rounding: the percentage of owners and renters does not add up to 100% for all municipalities and 

areas due to the effect of random rounding of the census data – see note 2.1. This is most pronounced for Nipissing 

South where the relatively small number of renters can be largely affected by the rounding process. 2) Data quality: 

The data for Bear Island should be interpreted with caution due to the high TNR rate (50% +) as noted in the section 

on Limitations - see also, Appendix 1). The 95% confidence intervals for Mattawan and Nipissing South renter 

households are relatively wide with a margin of error around 75%. The margin of error for renter households is also 

relatively large (40% - 50%) for Chisholm, Papineau- Cameron, South Algonquin and Temagami. 

In view of the cautionary notes above, below are key points from the analysis: 

 Housing tenure varies widely across the district and the rural and urban areas. For example, 

Bear Island aside6, homeownership ranges from above 90.0% in the rural areas of Chisholm, 

East Ferris, and Papineau-Cameron to below 70.0% in the population centres of West 

Nipissing (Sturgeon Falls), Mattawa and North Bay. Conversely, the number of renters is the 

lowest (< 10.0%) and highest (30.0% >) in these respective areas. 

 While the population centres of West Nipissing, Mattawa and North Bay account for 81.6% of 

the district’s population, they account for 95.0% of the renters. 

 The relatively large number of renters in the above population centres corresponds to the high 

rate of unaffordable housing in these areas (see also, section 4.4.2). 

 Other than the population centres and Nipissing South aside, Temagami has the next largest 

share of renters in the district (18.6%), which is also relatively high for a rural area (as noted 

above, the higher sampling error for Temagami is a further consideration in the interpretation 

of the data).  

                                            
6 In addition to the high TNR, Bear Island also had a relatively small number of households enumerated 
in the census and most of these fall in to the category of dwellings that are provided by the local 
government, First Nation or Band. 
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4.1.3 Housing Tenure Across Ontario’s 49 Census Divisions 
The figure on the following page shows the distribution of owners and renters across Ontario’s 49 

census divisions / service manager areas. The data is shown in descending order, starting with 

the area that has the highest percentage of owners. 

 In terms of homeownership, the percentage of owners ranges from 87.8% of private 

households in Haliburton down to 51.9% of the households in Toronto.  

 These areas also have the lowest and highest percentage of respective renters: 12.3% in 

Haliburton and 48.1% in Toronto. (Note: Toronto is a statistical outlier with a homeownership 

rate less than 60.0% and a renter rate above 41.0%). 

 Nipissing District’s homeownership rate is in the bottom quartile (< 71.0%) of the provincial 

distribution while the renter rate is in the top quartile (28.0% >). 
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4.1.4 Housing Tenure by Family Household Type, Nipissing District 
The figure below shows housing tenure for Nipissing District stratified by family household type, 

and the strong association between the two in most cases. (Note: the census table used for this 

cross-tabulation combines ‘one-person’ households and ‘other, non-family’ households.7 The 

majority (87.0%) of this group however, are one-person, or single, households): 

 

 The district’s renters are comprised of significantly more singles and lone-parents while the 

homeowners tend to be more families. This corresponds loosely with income from the 

previous poverty profile report, where single households have less than half the median 

income ($36,000) of family households ($96,000).  

 For example, whereas singles and other households account for over half (57.1%) of the 

district’s renters they make up just one-quarter of homeowners. On the flipside, couple 

families- with and without children - account for the majority (61.5%) of homeowners but just 

one-quarter of renters. 

 Lone-parent families who are renters (13.3%) are also about twice the share of those who are 

owners (6.7%). 

 The association between tenure and family household type is not as strong for other family 

households where 6.6% are homeowners and 4.5% are renters.8  

                                            
7 One-person-households are also referred to as single households in this report. Other, non-family 
households are comprised of two or more persons living together but do not constitute a family under 
the Statistics Canada census family definition. 
 
8 Following the census definition, other family households are those where additional people are living 
with a family and/or multiple families are living together. 
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4.1.5 Housing Tenure by Family Household Type, Nipissing District and Ontario 
The table below compares Nipissing District’s housing tenure rates by family household, with 

Ontario as a benchmark: 

Table 3. Tenure and Family Household Type, 
2021 

Nipissing 
Owners, 
%  

Ontario 
Owners, 
% 

Nipissing 
Renters,
% 

Ontario 
Renters,
%                             

Couple families (with and without children) 61.5 61.1 25.0 31.6 

One-person & other (non-family) households 25.3 22.3 57.1 49.5 

One-parent families 6.7 7.3 13.3 13.1 

Other family households 6.6 9.3 4.5 5.8 

Total households 100 100 100 100 

 While family household tenure is similar between the two areas for certain household types, it 

is significantly different for others. 

 The homeownership rate for couple families is similar in the district and province at about 61.0 

% of households. However, the province has significantly more (6.5%) couple families that are 

renters compared to the district.  

 The largest differences between the areas can be noted in single, and other non-family 

households, where Nipissing has proportionately more households that are homeowners 

(3.0%) and renters (7.5%) than the province. 

 A difference can also be noted with other family households, with the province having 

proportionately more of these families that own their home (2.5%) and rent (1.5%). 

 Turning to lone-parent families, housing tenure is similar in the district and province with about 

7.0% who own their homes and 13.0% who rent. 

4.1.6 Housing Tenure by Family Household Type, Nipissing District Municipalities 

and Areas 
Figures 5 and 6 on the following pages turn to the proportion of family households that are 

owners and renters in Nipissing’s municipalities and areas. The data is shown in descending 

order, starting with the area that has housing tenure by the highest percentage of couple families. 

(Note: First Nation/Band housing is not included in the analysis). 

4.1.6.1 Owners 
As noted earlier the majority of the district’s homeowners are couple families (with or without 

children). The portion of these families that are homeowners in the district ranges from over 

70.0% on Bear Island and in East Ferris, down to below half (49.5%) the homeowners in South 

Algonquin. In the remaining municipalities and areas the percentage of owners that are couple 

families ranges between 51.0% and 67.0%. (Note: the majority of households on Bear Island are 

First Nation/Band housing and the small number of owner households is significantly affected by 

the rounding process as noted in the chart).  

Page 27 of 86



20 
 

  
Notes: Random rounding: the percentage of the respective family household types does not add up to 100% for all 

municipalities and areas due to the effect of random rounding – see note 2.1. This is most pronounced for Bear Island, 

Calvin and Mattawan due to the relatively small number of households that can be largely affected by the rounding 

process. 2) Data quality: the data for Bear Island should be interpreted with caution due to the high TNR rate as noted 

in the section on Limitations (see also, Appendix 1). 

 Turning to singles, and other non-family households, homeownership for this group ranges 

from 40% in Nipissing South and South Algonquin to less than half this rate (16.1%) in East 

Ferris. The share of these households that are homeowners is also relatively high in Mattawa 

(32.4%), Mattawan (36.4%), and Temagami (35.2%). In the remaining municipalities and 

areas the percentage of owners that are singles, and other non-family households, is in the 

20.0% + range.  

 As shown earlier, relatively few one-parent families are homeowners in Nipissing District. For 

the district’s municipalities and areas that have a census count, the portion of homeowners 

that are lone-parents ranges from 9.2% on Nipissing First Nation down to less than 3.0% in 

Bonfield and Temagami. It can be noted from the figure above that Bear Island, Calvin, 

Nipissing South, and Mattawan do not have any lone-parent homeowners that were recorded 

in this census table and dataset. However, given the relatively small number of households in 

these areas, the counts may be significantly affected by the random rounding process. 

 Other family households - which includes families who have additional people living with them 

or multiple families living together – also tend to represent fewer homeowners. For the 

district’s municipalities and areas that have a census count, the portion of homeowners of this 

family type ranges from 15.5% in Chisholm down to 2.8% in Temagami. Bonfield and Mattawa 

also have a relatively high percentage of these families that are homeowners (10.0%). Similar 

to one-parent families above, Bear Island, Nipissing South, and Mattawan do not have any 

other family households that are homeowners that were recorded in this census table. Again 

however, the relatively small number of households in these areas may be significantly 

affected by the random rounding process. 
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 The variation in housing ownership by the different family household types observed above, 

reflects the difference in demographics across the district’s municipalities and areas. 

4.1.6.2 Renters 
Note: The census did not record any renters for Bear Island and recorded only a small number 

for Nipissing South (depending on which census data table is used). The tenure counts for these 

areas is significantly affected by the random rounding process due to the small number of 

households. Additionally, Calvin and Chisholm have a small number of renter households relative 

to their total household population and their counts have also been significantly affected by 

rounding. 

 
Note: 1) Random rounding: similar to Figure 5 and the previous tenure homeownership data, the percentage of the 

respective family household types does not add up to 100% for many of the municipalities and areas due to the effect 

of random rounding – see note 2.1. This is more pronounced for the housing tenure of renters where the number of 

households in most areas is much smaller than the number of owners and more susceptible to rounding effects. When 

cross-tabulating tenure with other variables such as family households, these rounding effects become even more 

significant and can distort the counts considerably. 2) Data quality: the data for Bear Island needs to be interpreted 

with caution due to the high TNR rate (see also, Limitations and Appendix 1).  

 As noted previously, couple families (with or without children) make up a smaller percentage 

of household renters. For the district’s municipalities and areas that have a census count, the 

portion of families that are renters in the district ranges from 50.0% in Chisholm down to about 

23.0% in Mattawa and West Nipissing. The share of couple families is also relatively low in 

North Bay and Temagami (25.0%). In the remaining municipalities and areas the percentage 

of renters that are couple families ranges between 30.0% and 46.0%. It can be noted that 

Nipissing South and Bear Island aside (see note above), the census table did not record any 

couple families who rent in Papineau-Cameron and Mattawan.   

 The majority of the district’s renters are singles, and other non-family households. The renter 

rate for this group ranges from all the renter households in Mattawan down to 30.8% in South 

Algonquin. Calvin and Chisholm also have a relatively large share of renter households that 

are singles, and other non-family households (80.0% and 75.0% respectively). The 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

C
h

is
h

o
lm

So
u

th
 A

lg
o

n
q

u
in

Ea
st

 F
e

rr
is

C
al

vi
n

N
ip

is
si

n
g,

 N
o

rt
h

N
ip

is
si

n
g 

1
0

B
o

n
fi

el
d

Te
m

ag
am

i

N
o

rt
h

 B
ay

M
at

ta
w

a

W
es

t 
N

ip
is

si
n

g

M
at

ta
w

an

P
ap

in
ea

u
-C

am
e

ro
n

N
ip

is
si

n
g,

 S
o

u
th

B
ea

r 
Is

la
n

d
 1R

en
te

r 
h

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s,
 %

 

Housing Renters by Family Household Type,                                 
Nipissing District Municipalities and Areas, 2021 
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percentage of these households that rent in the remaining municipalities and areas ranges 

between 40.0% and 58.0%. 

 Turning to one-parent families who are renters in the district- and for areas that have a census 

count - the portion of renters ranges from 25.0% in Papineau-Cameron down to 10.0% in 

Bonfield. The percentage of lone-parent renters in the remaining municipalities and areas 

ranges between 12.0% and 18.0%. It can be noted from the figure above that many of the 

district’s municipalities and areas do not have lone-parent renters that were recorded by this 

census table. Again, the census counts may be significantly affected by the random rounding 

process and distort the actual counts. 

 Similar to homeownership described earlier, other family households also represent fewer 

renters. For the district’s municipalities and areas that have a census count, the portion of 

homeowners of this family type ranges from 15.5% in Chisholm down to 2.8% in Temagami. 

Bonfield and Mattawa also have a relatively high percentage of these families that are 

homeowners (10.0%). Similar to one-parent families above, it can be noted that Bear Island, 

Nipissing South, and Mattawan do not have any other family households that are homeowners 

that were recorded by the census. Again however, the relatively small number of households 

in these areas may be significantly affected by the random rounding process. 

4.1.7 Housing Tenure by Family Household Type, Across Ontario’s 49 Census 

Divisions 
Figures 7 and 8 below show the proportion of family households that are owners and renters 

across Ontario’s census divisions/ service management areas. The data is presented in 

descending order, starting with the area that has housing tenure by the highest percentage of 

couple families. (Note: First Nation/Band housing on-reserve is not included in the analysis):  

4.1.7.1 Owners 
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 The proportion of homeowners that are couple families (with or without children) ranges 

across the province from 68.6% in Prescott and Russell down to a little over half (52.5%) the 

owner households in Toronto. Nipissing District (61.5%) is in the second quartile of the 

distribution. 

 Turning to singles, and other non-family households, the ownership rate for this group ranges 

from close to one-third (31.2%) of the households in Haliburton to about half this rate (16.1%) 

in Peel. As noted earlier, these households account for one-quarter of Nipissing’s 

homeowners which is a little higher than the average.  

 There is less variation in the share of homeowners that are one-parent families and they 

account for less than 10.0% of the respective homeowners across the census divisions. Essex 

and Durham have the largest share (8.3%) of lone-parent owners while Halliburton and Prince 

Edward have the smallest share (< 5.0%). Nipissing (6.7%) sits around the middle of the 

distribution. 

 Other family households - which as mentioned earlier includes families who have additional 

people living with them or multiple families living together – also have less variation in 

homeownership apart from a few outliers. Peel, York, Durham and Dufferin have more than 

11.0% of their respective owner households comprised of this household type. With these 

areas removed the share of other family household owners ranges from about 10.0% in 

Toronto down to 3.6% in Bruce. Nipissing has 6.6% of its housing owners in this group which 

is in the middle of the distribution. 

4.1.7.2 Renters 

 

 The proportion of renters that are couple families (with or without children) varies widely 

across the province, from 41.0% in York and Halton down to half this rate (20.2%) in Rainy 
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River. One-quarter of Nipissing renters are couple families which is one of the lower rates in 

the province. 

 Renters that are singles, and other non-family households, also vary widely across the 

province, from almost two-thirds of renter households in Timiskaming down to 35.1% in York. 

These households account for 57.1% of the renters in Nipissing District which is one of the 

higher rates in the province. 

 The share of renters that are one-parent families ranges from 17.4% in Durham down to less 

than half this rate in Manitoulin (8.1%). Nipissing is around the middle of the distribution with 

13.3% of renters that are lone-parent families. 

 Other family households have a narrower spread of renters across the province, ranging from 

10.3% in Peel down to 2.6% in Timiskaming. Nipissing sits in the second quartile of the 

distribution with 4.5% of its renters being other family households. 

4.2 Acceptable Housing in Nipissing District 
By national standards, ‘acceptable housing’ refers to housing that is adequate (does not require 

any major repairs), affordable (costs less than 30% of household income before taxes), and 

suitable (has enough bedrooms for the size and composition of the family household). A 

household is considered to live in housing that is not acceptable – or unacceptable - if it falls 

below one or more of these thresholds. Some of the households living in housing that is not 

acceptable can afford housing which is acceptable and this is taken into consideration in core 

housing need (see section 4.3).  

The figure below shows the percentage of households (37,250) in Nipissing District that live in 

housing that is acceptable or not acceptable, and the corresponding thresholds for the housing 

that is not acceptable:  

 

 Close to three quarters (73.0%) of Nipissing District households live in acceptable housing 

while the remainder (27.0%) live in housing that is not acceptable (about 10,000 households). 

73.0% 

16.8% 

5.5% 

2.1% 
2.6% 

27.0% 

Acceptable/ Not Acceptable Housing, Nipissing District 2021 

Acceptable housing Not acceptable housing

  Below affordability threshold   Below adequacy threshold

  Below suitability threshold Below more than one threshold

Figure 9  
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 The largest share of households living in housing that is not acceptable fall below the 

affordability threshold, i.e., they are paying more than 30% of their pre-tax household income 

on housing costs. These households account for 16.8% of all households in Nipissing, or 

62.2% of those in unacceptable housing. 

 The next largest share of households in unacceptable housing fall below the adequacy 

threshold where their housing requires major repairs. These households account for 5.5% of 

all households in Nipissing, or 20.5% of those in unacceptable housing. 

 A small share of the households living in unacceptable housing fall below the suitability 

threshold where the number of bedrooms does not meet the size and composition of the 

family household. These households account for 2.1% of all households in Nipissing, or 7.6% 

of those in unacceptable housing. 

 The remaining share of households in unacceptable housing fall below more than one of the 

above thresholds (which includes the affordability threshold in most cases,). These 

households account for 2.6% of all households in Nipissing, or 9.6% of those in unacceptable 

housing. 

 As shown further on, a little over one-third of the households living in unacceptable housing 

are in core housing need (see Core Housing Need, section 4.3). 

4.2.1 Acceptable Housing, Nipissing District and Ontario 
The table below compares acceptable housing for households in Nipissing District with Ontario 

households as a benchmark. The table includes the household counts for magnitude /size 

purposes and the percentages for relative comparison: 

Table 4. Acceptable/ Not Acceptable 
Housing in Nipissing and Ontario, 2021  

Nipissing   
households, 
# 

Nipissing 
households, 
% 

Ontario 
households, 
# 

Ontario 
households, 
% 

All households 37,255 100.0 5,491,205 100.0 

    Acceptable housing  27,195   73.0 3,688,915   67.2 

    Unacceptable housing  10,055   27.0 1,802,280   32.8 

        Below affordability threshold    6,255   16.8 1,150,405   20.9 

        Below adequacy threshold    2,065     5.5    201,865    3.7 

        Below suitability threshold       770     2.1    262,900    4.8 

        Below more than one threshold       965     2.6    187,110    3.4 

 In relative terms and scale aside, Nipissing District has relatively more households that live in 

acceptable housing and subsequently fewer households living in housing that is not 

acceptable.  

 The percentage of Nipissing households living in housing that is acceptable – i.e., affordable, 

adequate, and suitable - is about 6.0% higher than Ontario households. Subsequently, there 

are 6.0% fewer households in the district living in housing that is not acceptable compared 

with Ontario. 

 In view of the above however, it should be noted that the larger municipalities of Toronto, 

Peel, and York are statistical outliers (35% >) and skew the distribution on the high end. With 
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these areas removed, the provincial rate of unacceptable housing decreases to about 27.5%, 

which is similar to Nipissing (see also, section 4.2.3).  

 For both the district and province, affordability is the main reason that households are in 

housing that is deemed not acceptable, i.e., these households are spending 30% or more of 

their pre-tax income on housing. A larger share (4.0%) of Ontario households however, are in 

unaffordable housing compared to the district (20.9% vs. 16.8% respectively). 

 Housing that is inadequate – or requires major repair – is the next main reason households 

are living in housing that is not acceptable. Nipissing District’s share of households living in 

this condition is about one and a half times that of the province (5.5% vs. 3.7%). 

 Housing that is not suitable –i.e., does not have the required number of bedrooms for the size 

and composition of the family household – is the final reason that households are considered 

to be living in housing that is not acceptable. Ontario’s share (4.8%) of households living in 

this condition is a little over twice that of Nipissing households (2.1). 

 Ontario also has a higher share (3.4%) than Nipissing (2.6%) of households living with more 

than one of the above conditions, i.e., their housing is not affordable, adequate, suitable, or 

any combination of these (as noted earlier and in most cases, affordability is one of the 

thresholds). 

4.2.2 Acceptable Housing in Nipissing District Municipalities and Areas 
The figure below shows the number of households in Nipissing District’s municipalities and areas 

that live in unacceptable housing, by the housing thresholds/standards the households fall below. 

The data is presented in descending order starting with the area that has the largest number of 

households in unacceptable housing.  

 

 The share of households in non-acceptable housing ranges from over one-third of the 

households in Mattawa (35.5%) to less than half this rate in Papineau Cameron and Nipissing 

North (15.1%) 
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 The above areas aside, in most of the other municipalities (North Bay to East Ferris on the 

chart) the number of households living in housing that is not acceptable is in the 20.0% + 

range. 

 The reasons households live in housing that is considered not acceptable also varies by 

municipality and area. For example, the number of households in unaffordable housing -

paying more than 30% of their income on housing -ranges from 18.5% in Mattawa and North  

Bay down to around 8.0% in Papineau-Cameron and Nipissing North. Nipissing First Nation 

does not have any households living below the affordability threshold, as recorded by the 

census table. 

 The number of households living in inadequate housing –or housing that requires major 

repair- is the highest on Nipissing First Nation where 15.5% of the households live in this 

condition. This is also the most common threshold component, accounting for a little over 

three-quarters of the Nipissing First Nation households that live in unacceptable housing. The 

lowest number of district households living in housing that is not adequate is in North Bay 

(4.4%). 

 Turning to the suitability component, about half the municipalities do not have any households 

living in unsuitabe housing - where the number of bedrooms does not meet the size and 

composition of the family household -  as recorded in this census table. For the municipalities 

and areas that have a recorded census count, the range of unsuitable housing is narrow, 

ranging from 3.0% of the households in Chisholm to 1.8% in West Nipissing. 

 As mentioned previously, some of the households in Nipissing District live in housing that is 

below more than one of the housing thresholds, i.e., their housing is not affordable, adequate, 

suitable, or any combination of these (affordability is one of the thresholds in  most of these 

cases). The number of households experiencing multiple conditions ranges from 4.8% in 

South Algonquin down to 1.3% in East Ferris. It can be noted from the chart that a number of 

the municipalities and areas do not have any households in this group, as recorded in this 

census table and dataset.  

4.2.3 Acceptable Housing Across Ontario’s 49 Census Divisions 
The figure below shows the number of households living in unacceptable housing across 

Ontario’s census divisions and service management areas. The data is presented in descending 

order, starting with the area that has the largest number of households in unacceptable housing:  
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 As mentioned earlier, Toronto, Peel, and York are outliers with over 35.0% of their households 

living in unacceptable housing. The household rate then decreases from 32.4% in Hamilton 

down to about 21.0% in Prescott and Russell. Nipissing District sits in the interquartile range 

with 27.0% of its households in unacceptable housing. 

 For most households across the province living in unacceptable housing, affordability is the 

main concern. Those living in unaffordable housing ranges from about 27.0% of households in 

Toronto and York down to 7.5% in Rainy River (where housing adequacy is more of a 

concern-see below). 

 The largest share of provincial households living in inadequate housing is in the northern 

service areas of Kenora, Manitoulin, and Rainy River where over 9.5% of the housing requires 

major repair. These municipalites are statistical outliers where adeqaucy is the main reason 

for concern rather than affordability. Otherwise, housing inadequacy ranges from 8.5% of 

households in Timiskaming down to 2.2% in Halton. 

 Turning to the remaining housing threshold of suitability, the Toronto and Peel outliers also 

have the largest share (8.5%) of households living in housing that is unsuitable while Bruce 

has the fewest (1.5%) households. Nipissing is just outside the lowest quartile with 2.1% of 

households living in unsuitabe housing. 

 A smaller share of the provincial households live in housing that is below more than one of the 

housing thresholds, i.e., their housing is not affordable, adequate, suitable, or any combination 

of these. The number of households experiencing multiple conditions ranges from 5.9% in the 

high outlier of Toronto, down to 1.4% in the low outliers of Oxford and Perth.  
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Unacceptable Housing across Ontario's 49 Census Divisions 

  Below affordability threshold only   Below adequacy threshold only

  Below suitability threshold only Below more than one threshold

Figure 11  
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4.3 Core Housing Need 
The description of acceptable housing in the section above provides a full picture of the district’s 

household housing status and is the first step in identifying whether households live in acceptable 

– or unacceptable – housing. However, for some of the households living in housing that is 

deemed unacceptable, this may be a transitional or temporary condition (such as student 

households) or they have other acceptable housing options. For example, some of these 

households could find alternative, local housing that is affordable and meets the other threshold 

standards. Segmenting the unacceptable housing group further into core housing need is the 

next step in identifying households who live in unacceptable housing but cannot afford alternative 

housing that is acceptable and meets the national housing thresholds. 

Core housing need is a concept originally developed by the Canada Mortgage and Housing 

Corporation (CMHC) and incorporated into the census by Statistics Canada. As a key indicator it 

is used to measure housing need, and support housing program and policy development. Core 

housing need refers to households who live in unacceptable housing that is unaffordable, 

inadequate or unsuitable, and cannot afford alternative housing in their community that is 

acceptable (see also, core housing need definition and footnotes 2 & 3). 

Not all households are assessed for core housing need, which excludes those on farms, 

reserves, and where the household maintainer is under the age of 30 and attending school. 

Additionally, some households are excluded based on income thresholds (see footnote 3). In 

Ontario and Nipissing District, 96% of the 2021 census households were assessed for core 

housing need. 

4.3.1 Core Housing Need in Nipissing District 
Whereas almost 3 out of 10 households in Nipissing District are living in unacceptable housing 

(from above), 1 out of 10 households (3,585) are considered to be in core housing need.  

The figure on the following page shows the number of households in core housing need by the 

corresponding housing thresholds they fall below. 

 The proportion of households in core housing need that fall below the respective thresholds is 

different than that for unacceptable housing described earlier, with affordability becoming the 

dominant issue and housing adequacy and suitability less of a concern. 

 Unaffordable housing is the main reason (78.9%) that Nipissing households are in core 

housing need, followed by inadequate housing in poor repair (7.7%) and unsuitable housing 

where households are under (or over) housed (1.5%). A relatively large number (12.0%) of 

households experience more than one of these unacceptable housing conditions. 

 Based on the affordability threshold alone, many Ontario Works (OW) clients are considered 

to be in core housing need given their social assistance shelter rates and average market 

rents (see section 6.0). 
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4.3.1.1 Core Housing Need by Tenure 
The figure below shows the number of core housing need households in Nipissing District by 

housing tenure: 

 

 Core housing need in the district is comprised of both, homeowners and renters, although 

renters are more likely to be in core housing need as they account for the majority (72.5%) of 

core need households in the district (this relationship changes however, when breaking the 

data down further by municipalities and urban/rural areas –see section below).  

 Housing affordability is the main reason that owners and renters are in core housing need, 

although it is more prevalent for renters (65.0% vs. 84.0% respectively). 

 On the other hand, inadequate housing that is in poor repair is more of an issue for owners 

(18.3%) than renters (3.5%). 

Households in Core Housing Need in Nipissing District, 
2021 

  Below affordability threshold   Below adequacy threshold

  Below suitability threshold Below more than one threshold
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Core Housing Need by Tenure, Nipissing District 2021 
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Figure 12  
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 A small share of the core housing need owners and renters are in unsuitable housing (1.0% 

and 1.7% respectively). 

 In absolute terms, about twice the number of renters than owners are in core housing need for 

more than one of the above conditions. In relative terms however, a larger share of owners 

(14.7%) are in this group than renters (10.8%). 

4.3.2 Core Housing Need in Nipissing District and Ontario 
The table on the following page compares core housing need for households in Nipissing District, 

with Ontario households as a benchmark. Similar to previous tables, the household counts are 

included for magnitude /size purposes and the percentages for relative comparison. 

 In relative terms and scale aside, Nipissing District has relatively fewer (2.0%) households 

than the province in core housing need.  

 Similar to unacceptable housing shown earlier, Toronto is an outlier with close to 20.0% of its 

households in core housing need, which skews the provincial distribution on the high end. 

With Toronto removed, the provincial rate of core housing need decreases to about 11.0% 

(see also, section 4.3.6).  

Table 5. Core Housing Need in 
Nipissing District and Ontario, 2021  

Nipissing   
households, 
# 

Nipissing 
households, 
% 

Ontario 
households, 
# 

Ontario 
households, 
% 

Households assessed  35,785 100.0 5,272,360 100.0 

   Not in core housing need 32,195   90.0 4,632,555   87.9 

   In core housing need  3,585   10.0    639,810   12.1 

        Below affordability threshold   2,830   78.9    487,395   76.2 

        Below adequacy threshold      275     7.7     28,470     4.4 

        Below suitability threshold        55     1.5     31,545     4.9 

        Below more than one threshold       430   12.0     92,395   14.4 
Note: 1) Random rounding: the numbers in the above table do not necessarily add up to the totals due to the effect of 

random rounding – see note 2.1. 

 For both the district and province, affordability is the dominant reason that households are in 

core housing need, i.e., they are spending 30% or more of their pre-tax income on housing.  

The portion of Nipissing households in unaffordable housing however, is slightly larger 

compared to the province (78.9% vs. 76.2% respectively). It is interesting to note that this is 

the opposite finding to the earlier analysis of unacceptable housing where Ontario has the 

larger share of households in unaffordable housing. 

 The rate of core housing need for inadequate housing that requires major repair in Nipissing 

District, is one and three quarters that of the province (7.7% vs. 4.4%). 

On the other hand, the district’s core housing need rate for unsuitable housing – of insufficient 

size – is three times less than the province (4.9%). These findings are consistent with the 

earlier analysis on unacceptable housing in these areas.  
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 Ontario also has a higher share (14.4%) than Nipissing (12.0%) of core housing need 

households with more than one of the above conditions, which again, is similar to earlier 

analysis and findings. Also, in 95% of these cases, affordability is one of the thresholds that 

households fall below.  

4.3.3 Core Housing Need in Nipissing District Municipalities and Areas 
The figure below shows the share of households in core housing need, in Nipissing District’s 

municipalities and areas. To provide more certainty on the estimates for this key housing 

indicator, the sampling error is also shown as measured by the confidence intervals. The data is 

presented in descending order starting with the area that has the largest number of households. 

Note: The data is not shown with the housing thresholds that the households fall below similar to 

charts above, because the effects of random roundng are too pronounced for the rural areas with 

small household counts, and signifcantly distorts the data and analysis.9 Also, the core housing 

need counts become smaller when broken down by housing threshold and there is more 

variabilty in the data and greater uncertainty in the threshold estimates (i.e. wide confidence 

intervals). Additionally, Statistics Canada has suppressed the data for Bear Island, Nipissing 

South, and Mattawan for confidentiality purposes. The concept of core housing need does not 

apply to First Nations so there is also no data for Nipissing First Nation.  

 

In terms of census sampling error, Bonfield, Chisholm and Nipissing North have relatively wide 

confidence intervals that encompass the value of the estimate itself. This gives a margin of error 

in the 50% + range on the estimated number of households in core housing need in these areas, 

which should be taken into account when interpreting the data. East Ferris, Papineau-Cameron 

and Temagami also have comparatively wide intervals with margins of error between 35-40% on 

the estimated household counts and again, is a consideration when interpreting core housing 

                                            
9 For example, the threshold total (which should add up to 100% for the respective municipalities and 

areas) is less than 75% in a number of areas. Additionally, a little over half the threshold data cells are 

zeros. 
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need in these areas. In view of the above considerations concerning sampling error, below are 

key points based on the household point estimates: 

 It is interesting to note that the above distribution of households in core housing need has 

some notable differences than that for unacceptable housing (Figure 10).  

 North Bay sits in the centre of the distribution around the district rate (10.0%), with half the 

areas higher than this rate and the other half, lower.  

 Mattawa continues to be an outlier however, with a little over one-quarter (27.1%) of 

households in core housing need. 

 Following Mattawa, core housing need ranges from 19.0% in Calvin down to about one-

quarter this rate in East Ferris (4.3%). 

 Other than the Mattawa population centre, the next four areas in the district with the highest 

core housing need rate are rural municipalities. This data needs to be interpreted cautiously 

however due to the relatively small household population and number of core housing need 

households in these areas, which can produce relatively large proportions and rates 

(combined, these four rural municipalities account for just 6.0%, or 225, of the core housing 

need households in Nipissing District). The higher sampling error for Papineau-Cameron and 

Temagami is a further consideration in the interpretation of the data. Additionally, based on 

the available census data, the core housing need in these rural areas applies mostly to 

homeowners (see housing tenure below). 

Core housing need thresholds 

As per the note above, the random roundng process has affected the threshold counts for the 

smaller, rural areas to the point of distorting the data and analysis beyond meaningful 

comparisons. However, the following are general observations that can stll be made, particularly 

for the larger population centres and areas: 

 In terms of the population centres, North Bay has the largest portion of core housing need 

households that are living in unaffordable housing (84.5%). This rate is significanly higher than 

the other centres: Mattawa (69.6%) and West Nipissing (67.1%). East Ferris also has a high 

rate (87.5%) of core housing need households in unaffordable housing, which is somewhat 

surprising for the rural area but should be considered in the context of the sampling error 

mentioned above. 

 The portion of urban households in core housing need that are in inadequate housing is 

highest in Mattawa where about one in five households live in housing requiring major repair. 

West Nipissing has the next highest rate (11.0%) of inadequate housing followed by North Bay 

(3.4%). 

 The relatively small number of district households (55) in core housing need that are in 

unsuitable housing is significantly impacted by random rounding when parsing the data out by 

geography. Most (40) of these households live in North Bay and account for 1.6% of the city’s 

core housing need households. For the other municipalities and areas, there are no core 

housing need household counts for unsuitable housing as recorded by the census data tables 

used for the study. 
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 The number of core housing need households that fall below more than one of the above 

housing thresholds is also relatively small and prone to random rounding error at the sub-

geography level. For the population centres, West Nipissing has the highest percentage 

(17.1%) of core housing need households falling below more than one of the thresholds 

followed by North Bay (9.6%) and Mattawa (8.7%). For the rural municipalities and areas, 

there are no core housing need household counts in this category as recorded by the census 

data tables used for the study. 

4.3.4 Core Housing Need by Tenure in Nipissing District’s Population Centres  
In view of the above description and relative comparsion of core housing need across the district, 

it is also important to look at core housing need in absolute terms and by housing tenure as there 

are fundamental differences between the population centres and rural areas. 

The figure below shows the number of core housing need households in Nipissing District, by 

housing tenure and the census classification of population centres and rural areas.10 Note: simiar 

to the note in the previous section, the data is not being shown for the respective municipalites 

because the effects of random roundng are too pronounced for the rural areas that have small 

core housing need and tenure counts, which signifcantly distorts the data and analys. 

Additionally, the smaller counts result in greater variability and uncertainty in the estimates. 

Aggregating the data into the two groups provides a larger dataset and allows for a more 

meaningful comparison between the urban and rural areas (although sampling error still needs to 

be taken into consideration).  

 
Notes: 1) Data quality: As noted in the previous section, a number of the rural municipalities have greater variability in 

the sample data and relatively wide confidence intervals at the 95% level, for the estimated number of households in 

core housing need. Although the above combines the rural data into a larger dataset the margin of error for rural 

                                            
10 Based on census methodology and geographical classification, Canada is comprised of population 
centres (formerly referred to as ‘urban areas’) and rural areas. Population centres have a population of 
at least 1,000 people and a density of 400 or more people per square kilometre. In Nipissing District, 
Mattawa, North Bay, and Sturgeon Falls (in West Nipissing) are considered population centres. All areas 
outside population centres are considered rural areas.  

Figure 15  
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renters and owners in core housing need is still relatively large and over 50%, or half the estimate or more in some 

cases. 

 The population centres of Mattawa, North Bay, and West Nipissing account for the majority 

(87.3%) of households in core housing need in Nipissing District. The eight rural areas for 

which there is data (see figure 14 for names) account for the remaining 12.7%. 

 Thus, while the highest core housing need rates in the district are mostly in rural areas (figure 

14), the largest number of core housing need houseolds are in the population centres. 

 Additionally, renters are much more likely to be in core housing need in the population centres 

while owners are more likely to be in core need in the rural areas. For example, about 80.0% 

of urban core housing need concerns renters while 77.0% of rural core housing need 

concerns owners.   

4.3.5 Core Housing Need Across Ontario’s 49 Census Divisions 
The figure below shows the number of households in core housing need across Ontario’s census 

divisions and service management areas. The data is presented in descending order, starting 

with the area that has the largest share of core housing need households:  

 It is interesting to compare the household distributions of core housing need (above) and 

unacceptable housing described earlier (figure 11). While some of the areas have maintained 

similar positioning in the distribution, others have changed notably. 

 Toronto and Manitoulin are statistical outliers with over 15.0% of their assessed household 

population in core housing need. About one in five Toronto households are in core housing 

need followed by 16.7% in Manitoulin. 

 The core housing need rate then decreases from 13.7% in Peel down to 4.6% in Bruce. 

Nipissing District sits close to the upper quartile of the distribution with 10.0% of its 

households in core housing need. 

 

Figure 16  
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 While most of the service management areas fall below Ontario’s core housing need rate 

(12.1%), the rate is heavily influenced by the Toronto outlier (which accounts for one-third of 

the provincial households in core housing need). For example, removing Toronto from the 

household distribution lowers Ontario’s core housing need rate to about 11.0%. 

 While affordability continues to be the main reason that provincial households are in core 

housing need, the thresholds vary across the areas as noted in the section below. 

4.3.6 Core Housing Need by Thresholds, Ontario’s 49 Census Divisions 
The figure below shows the percentage of households in core housing need across the province 

that fall below the respective housing thresholds. The data is presented in the same order as the 

figure above, starting with Toronto that has the largest share of households in core housing need:  

 

 Housing affordability continues to be the main issue for households in core housing need 

although the rate varies by 25.0% across the province. Core housing need households 

that are in unaffordable housing ranges from 86.5% of the households in Dufferin to 

62.2% in Manitoulin (where housing adequacy is more of a concern-see below). Nipissing 

Distict (78.9%) sits close to the centre of the affordability threshold distribution.   

 Similar to earlier analysis, some of the northern service manager areas have the largest 

respective share of core housing need households that are in inadequate housing. These 

statistical outliers have more than 14.0% of their core need households living in poor 

housing conditions and include Manitoulin (21.5%),Timiskaming (18.9%), Kenora (18.4%) 

and Parry Sound (15.2%). 

 Otherwise, housing inadequacy ranges from 13.3% of core housing need households in 

Sudbury down to 1.7% in York. 

 Turning to the remaining housing threshold of suitability, Toronto and Ottawa have the 

largest share (7.0%) of core housing need households in housing that is unsuitable while 

 
Figure 17  
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Haldimand-Norfolk has the smallest share (0.8%) of households. Nipissing is in the lowest 

quartile with 1.5% of households in unsuitabe housing. 

 From earlier analysis, some core housing need households fall below more than one 

threshold, i.e. their housing may be any combination of unaffordable, inadequate, or 

unsuitable (as noted previously, affordability is one of the thresholds for most of these 

households). The proportion of Ontario’s core housing need households that experience 

multiple threshold conditions ranges from 17.5% in Toronto down to 7.5% in Bruce.  

4.4 Shelter Cost to Income Ratio 
Given that unaffordable housing is the main reason that households fall into core housing need, it 

is useful to look at the affordability threshold in more detail and see the extent to which 

households pay a relatively large amount of their income on housing costs. This provides 

additional meaning and a further low-income perspective on core housing need and unaffordable 

housing. For example, based on the previous poverty profile report, the average annual income 

for an OW recipient (with no other income source) is about $8,800 which is one-quarter the 

median income of the general population and two and a half times below the poverty line 

($21,049).11 Viewed through this lens of income inequality and poverty, it is hard to see how 

social assistance recipients can live in affordable housing and not be in core housing need. 

Specifically, this section looks at the shelter cost to income ratio (STIR) for Nipissing households 

that are in core housing need and the extent to which these households fall below the 

affordability threshold.12 The STIR levels of 30%> and 50%> are used to gauge the depth of 

unaffordability and the focus is on renter households which includes most Ontario Works clients 

and other low-income family households in Nipissing District. 

4.4.1 Shelter Cost to Income Ratio, Nipissing District 
From earlier analysis there are 2,600 renter households in Nipissing District that are in core 

housing need (20.7% of all renter households in the district). The figure on the following page 

shows the portion of these households that are in unaffordable housing and fall below the 

affordability threshold by the STIR of 30% and 50%. 

 Most (2,450 or 94.0%) of the district’s core housing need renters fall below the affordability 

threshold and are in unaffordable housing (this includes the households who fall below more 

than one threshold, of which, one includes affordability). The other households (155 or 6.0%) 

fall below the adequacy and/or suitability thresholds only. 

                                            
11 The previous Poverty Profile report had this OW income at one-third the low-income threshold, based 

on the Low Income Measure After Tax (LIM-AT). At the time of the report, the census Market Basket 

Measure (MBM) thresholds - Canada’s official poverty measure - were not available (Income and Poverty 

in Nipissing District, 2022). The MBM data and thresholds have since become available and the poverty 

reference has been updated.   

12 The STIR refers to the percentage of average total household income that is spent on housing costs. It 
is calculated by dividing the average monthly housing costs by the average monthly total household 
income and multiplying by 100. 
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 For the core housing need households in unaffordable housing, 62.4% (1,530) are paying 

between 30% - 49% of their household income on housing costs. 

 

 The remaining 37.6% (920) households are paying 50% or more of household income on 

housing costs and are considered to be in deep core housing need. 

 Although not shown above, in comparison to Ontario, Nipissing has a larger share of core 

housing need renters that are in unaffordable housing (94.0% vs. 88.2%) and about half the 

share of other core need households that fall below the adequacy and/or suitability thresholds 

only (6.0% vs. 11.8%). 

 Additionally, Nipissing has a larger share of core housing need renters paying 30% - 49% of 

their household income on housing costs (62.4% vs. 56.5%) and a smaller share who are in 

deep core housing need and paying 50% or more (37.6% vs. 43.5%). 

4.4.2 Shelter Cost to Income Ratio by Rent Type, Nipissing District 
The census STIR data for renters in general, is tabulated by the type of rent that is paid based on 

whether renters live in subsidized housing, do not live in subsidized housing, or live in First 

Nation/ Band housing.13 As the core housing need concept does not apply to First Nation 

households this category is not included in the analysis. 

The table below shows the number of core housing need renter households in Nipissing District 

by the affordability threshold and the rent type, based on whether the households live in 

subsidized housing or not. 

 

 

                                            
13 In the context of the census, subsidized housing includes rent geared to income, social housing, public 
housing, government-assisted housing, non-profit housing, rent supplements and housing allowances. 

6.0% 

62.4% 

37.6% 

94.0% 

Nipissing Renters in Core Housing Need by                    
Shelter to Income Ratios, 2021 

Not below affordability threshold (below other thresholds)

Below affordability threshold

Spending 30-49% of income on housing costs

Spending 50% or more of income on housing costs

Figure 18  
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Table 6. Nipissing Core Housing Need Renter 
Households by Affordability Threshold and Rent Type, 
2021  

Subsidized 
housing,  

 

Not 
subsidized 
housing 

Total 

Spending 30% > household income on housing costs 
Total households, % 

 370 
14.2% 

2,085 
80.2% 

2,450  
94.2% 

Spending < 30% household income on housing costs 
Total households, % 

  75 
 2.9% 

     80 
3.1% 

   155 
  6.0% 

Total households (core housing need renters)      
Total households, % 

 440 
16.9% 

2,160 
83.1% 

2,600 
100% 

Note: 1) Random rounding: not all the household counts add up to the totals due to random rounding in the census tables. 

 Starting with the column marginal totals, the majority (83.0%) of core housing need renters in 

Nipissing District are not in subsidized housing while the remaining 17.0% households are in 

subsidized housing. This may be counterintuitive for some, who would expect to see no – or 

very few - renter households living in subsidized housing that are in core housing need.  

 In view of the above however, the interpretation of the data can be a mixed-read. For 

example, the number of core housing need renter households in subsidized housing is about 

one-fifth the number of households in non-subsidized housing and this is most pronounced for 

the affordability threshold. So at the same time, the various forms of rent subsidy invariably 

help many renter households through lower rent or obtaining affordable housing.  

 Although not shown in the table, the above is consistent with all renter households (12, 535) in 

the district where about 82.0% of the households are not in subsidized housing while the 

remaining 18.0% households are in subsidized housing (again, this may seem counterintuitive 

for those expecting to see fewer core housing need renter households in subsidized housing 

and more that are not in subsidized housing, relative to the general household population). 

 A relatively small number (6.0%) of core housing need renters are not in unaffordable housing 

but rather, fall below the other housing thresholds. These households are evenly split between 

living in subsidized housing and not living in subsidized housing (3.0%).  

 While the majority (94.0%) of the district’s core housing need renters fall below the 

affordability threshold and are in unaffordable housing, most (85.0%) do not live in subsidized 

housing while the remaining 15.0% do live in subsidized housing.  

 The above points indicate that subsidized housing does not lift all renter households out of 

core housing need. For example, the majority (84.0%) of Nipissing core housing need renters 

in subsidized housing are below the affordability threshold and in unaffordable housing. The 

other 16.0%, while not in unaffordable housing, fall below the other thresholds of housing 

adequacy and/or suitability. 

 Returning to figure 18 above and the core housing need renter households that fall below the 

affordability threshold, the table below breaks the STIR levels down further by the number of 

these households living in subsidized/non-subsidized housing:  
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Table 7. Nipissing Core Housing Need Renter Households 
by STIR and Rent Type, 2021  

Subsidized 
housing, #  

 

Not 
subsidized 
housing, # 

Total 

 

Paying 30-49% of income on housing costs 
 

250 1,280 1,530 
62.4% 

Paying 50% or more of income on housing costs 
 

120    800    920 
37.6% 

Total households (core housing need renters paying 30% >)      
Total households, % 

370 
15.1% 

2,080 
84.9% 

2,450 
100% 

Note: 1) Random rounding: not all the household counts add up to the totals due to random rounding in the census 

tables. 

 Starting with the conditional distribution of the household STIR levels, this follows a similar 

distribution of all core housing need renters in subsidized and non-subsidized housing 

described earlier. 

 For example, the number of core housing need renter households paying between 30% - 49% 

of household income on housing costs that are not in subsidized housing is 83.7% (1,280). 

The remaining 16.3% (250) of these households are in subsidized housing. 

 Meanwhile, 87.0% (800) of the households in deep core housing need that pay 50% or more 

of their household income on housing costs, are not in subsidized housing while the remaining 

13.0% (120) are in subsidized housing. 

 Generally, the number of core housing need renter households that live in unaffordable, non-

subsidized housing, is five to six times higher than households experiencing the same 

condition in subsidized housing. 

 Given the STIR levels, it is also interesting to look at the above conditional distribution of 

subsidized and non-subsidized housing, as shown in the figure below: 

 

 There is not a significant difference in the share of subsidized and non-subsided core housing 

need renter households at the respective STIR levels (within 6%). 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Subsidized housing

Not subsidized housing

Households, % 

Nipissing Core Housing Need Renter Households in 
Subsidized and Non-Subsidized Housing, by STIR Levels 

30-49% of income on housing costs 50% or more of income on housing costs

Figure 19  
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 For example, a slightly larger share (67.6%) of subsidized core housing need renters pay 

between 30% - 49% of their household income on housing costs than non-subsidized renters 

(61.5%). 

 Meanwhile, whereas 38.5% of core housing need renters in non-subsidized housing are in 

deep core housing need, about one-third (32.4%) of the renters in subsidized housing 

experience this condition. 

 So, while the number of the district’s core housing need renter households in unaffordable 

housing is five to six times higher in non-subsidized housing than subsidized housing, the 

household shelter-to-income ratios at the 30% and 50% levels is similar for both housing/rent 

types. 

4.4.3 Shelter Cost to Income Ratios in Nipissing District Population Centres 
As mentioned earlier, Nipissing District’s population centres account for the majority of the 

district’s households in core housing need. So by extension, the above shelter cost to income 

ratio (STIR) data is also largely confined to the population centres. Furthermore – and also 

mentioned earlier - the effects of random rounding are significant on the smaller rural household 

counts, which distorts the data and analysis in these areas. 

The figure below shows the percentage of core housing need renters in unaffordable housing by 

the STIR levels of 30%> and 50%>, in the district’s respective population centres:  

 

 The population centres account for the majority (96.0%) of the district’s core housing need 

renters that fall below the affordability threshold and are in unaffordable housing, as recorded 

by the census (and North Bay accounts for the largest share at 80.0%). 

 There is not a significant difference in the respective share of core housing need renter 

households at the STIR levels, across the centres (within 5.5%). 

 For example, the number of core housing need renter households spending between 30% - 

49% of household income on housing costs, ranges from 66.7% in Mattawa to about 61.0% in 

North Bay and West Nipissing. 
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Core Housing Need Renter Households by STIR Levels in 
Nipissind District Population Centres 
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Figure 20  
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 Meanwhile, deep core housing need (50% >) ranges from 38.6% of the core need renter 

households in North Bay to 33.3% in Mattawa. 

5.0 Social Assistance, Housing Supply 
Gap 
5.1 Poverty and Housing Instability 
Building upon the information above on the prevalence of households living in unacceptable 
housing as defined by this report, the following section will focus on the relationship between 
households living in poverty, specifically those living on social assistance income, housing and 
homelessness.  It will provide an overview on the social and affordable housing inventory, 
housing subsidies, the availability of emergency shelters, transitional and rent-geared-to-income 
(RGI) housing.14  Further, this section will provide information on the social housing registry 
waitlist along with data related to the number of Ontario Works (OW) recipients declaring no fixed 
address.   

5.2 Shelter Beds in Nipissing District 
There is a range of service pathways available to meet the varying needs of individuals and 

families in need of shelter services.  It is important to note that each program has its own set of 

eligibility criteria that may impact where a person in need secures services. Figure 21 below 

illustrates the current shelters and transitional housing programs in Nipissing District.    

 
* Snapshot of shelter and transitional housing beds in Nipissing as of April 2023 

                                            
14 The housing supply referred to in this section is specific to emergency/ VAW shelters and social and affordable 

housing, and does not include other forms of housing such as supportive housing, Co-operatives, or long-term care. 
Additionally, there are other types of rent subsidies and housing allowances available in the community that are not 
included in the analysis (e.g., MOHLTC rent supplements).  
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 There are 97 shelter beds (shelters and women’s shelters) and 56 Transitional Housing 

beds in Nipissing District.   

 Emergency overflow beds may be available, over and above the numbers listed in the 

table above, in certain circumstances.   

 Efforts are underway to create additional transitional housing opportunities through 

Northern Pines 2 and 3, which will create an additional 44 beds.   

5.2.1 Ontario Works No Fixed Address  
For the purposes of this report, a social assistance recipient with no fixed address is someone 

who has been deemed eligible within a geographic area by a delivery agent but does not have a 

conventional place of residence and may include someone who: 

 lives in a place that is unfit for human habitation, such as on the street (absolute 
homelessness) 

 makes arrangements to temporarily stay between addresses or is precariously housed 

 temporarily resides in an emergency shelter or Transition House and is not maintaining 
accommodations in the community 

 is transient and moves from place to place (does not reside in any one geographical area) 

A person who has no fixed address cannot be refused Ontario Works financial assistance 
because they do not have a conventional place of residence.  Social assistance recipients with 
no fixed address qualify for basic needs only. One exception is for those residing in a women’s 
shelter who are not maintaining accommodations in the community.  These recipients generally 
only qualify for a Personal Needs Allowance.   

5.2.1.1 No Fixed Address Month over Month 
Figure 22 below, illustrates the number of OW cases monthly between 2020 and 2022 in 

Nipissing with No Fixed Address based on the Ministry of Children, Community and Social 

Services (MCCSS) Integrated Case Summary Report that allows OW to filter addresses against 

known shelter addresses. This report can also be filtered by DNSSAB office addresses that are 

used in cases where there is no other non-shelter related fixed address. Searching by address is 

considered more reliable than other MCCSS reports due to the limitations of the Social 

Assistance Management System (SAMS) ability to effectively document situations of 

homelessness at an aggregate level.  
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 Source: Monthly Integrated Case Summary Reports 2020-2022 

 In 2020 the average number of recipients declaring no fixed address was 94, in 2021 the 

average was 100 and in 2022 143. This represents a 52% increase during this period.  

 As identified in section 5.2.1, there are 9 service providers that offer a combined total of 

143 beds (97 shelter beds and 43 transitional housing beds) across Nipissing District.    

While there were an average of 143 OW recipients in 2022 with no fixed address and 143 

beds available, OW recipients are not the only people that require shelter and transitional 

housing.  Therefore, it is clear that the supply does not meet the demand.  

 Many individuals who have no fixed address have barriers or complex needs that 

may or may not limit the service pathways available to them.  As noted above, all 

programs have their own eligibility criteria regarding access.  This must be taken 

into consideration when matching the person in need to an available resource.  

5.2.1.2 Ontario Works No Fixed Address – Nipissing versus the North 
Figures 23 and 24 below below use data from the Ontario Works at a Glance report, which is 
generated from data extracted from SAMS.  As local practices often vary between service areas, 
and the data is user driven, the validity of the information may also vary.  

Figure 22  
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Figure 23 compares the percentage of the caseload in Nipissing to other northern Consolidated 
Municipal Service Manager (CMSM) or District Social Service Boards (DSSAB’s) declaring no 
fixed address. 

 
Source: Ontario Works Caseload at a Glance – January - September 2022, Version dated October 21, 2022 

 In Nipissing, there were approximately 122 cases with no fixed address on average in a 

given month between January and September of 2022.  This equates to approximately 

6.9% of the caseload. 

 The percentage of cases by service area across the North with no fixed address ranges 

from a low of 2.4% to a high of 15.9%.  The average across the North is 7.8% which is 1% 

higher than in Nipissing. 

5.2.1.3 Ontario Works No Fixed Address North versus Ontario 
Figure 24 below, compares the percentage of cases declaring no fixed address in Nipissing, the 

North and Ontario.   

 
Source: Ontario Works Caseload at a Glance – January - September 2022, Version dated October 21, 2022 
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 The percentage of cases with no fixed address in Nipissing has increased 3.7% from 

2018 to 2022. This increase has occurred incrementally year over year.  

 The percentage of cases with no fixed address in Northern OW service areas increased 

2.8% from 2018 to 2022. This increase has occurred incrementally year over year 

 The percentage of cases with no fixed address in the Province increased overall by 1.5% 

from 2018 to 2022.  However, unlike Nipissing and the Northern regions, a slight 

decrease in the number of recipients declaring no fixed address was recorded between 

the period of 2019 and 2021.     

5.3 Subsidized Social and Affordable Housing 
The social housing inventory in Nipissing District consists of a mix of Rent-Geared-to-Income 

(RGI) and Market rent units.  Rent in an RGI unit is calculated based on income whereas market 

rent within the social housing portfolio is generally set at the low-end of private market rent to 

make it more affordable. The term affordable rent, from a social housing context, indicates that 

rent is charged at no more than 80% of Average Market Rent for the District or Municipality as 

determined by Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) annually. 

5.3.1 Social Housing Inventory / Supply 
In Nipissing there are 2210 social and affordable housing units across the District.  Figure 

25 below illustrates the number of units by unit size ranging from a bachelor unit to a 5-bedroom.  

 

     
Snapshot of Social and Affordable Housing Inventory in Nipissing District as of January 2023 

Figure 25  
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 1% or 35 units are bachelor  

 54% or 1186 units are 1 bedroom  

 23% or 510 units are 2 bedroom  

 19% or 417 units are 3 bedroom 

 2% or 45 units are 4  bedroom  

 1% or 17 units are 5 bedroom  

5.3.1.1 Social Housing Inventory and Seniors  
Further to Section 5.1, it is important to note that there is a special designation within the social 

and affordable housing inventory for seniors 65 years of age or older that have an impact on the 

number of available units for the general population in other age categories. Figure 26 below 

illustrates the number of units designated to seniors.  

 
Snapshot of Social and Affordable Housing Inventory in Nipissing District as of January 2023 

 Of the 35 bachelor units, 2 or 6% are designated to seniors and 33 or 94% are designated 

to the general population. 

 Of the 1186 1-bedroom units, 836 or 70% are designated to seniors and 350 or 30% are 

designated to the general population. 

 Of the 510 2-bedroom units, 113 or 22% are designated to seniors and 397 or 78% are 

designated to the general population.  

 A little over half of the social housing inventory is 1-bedroom and bachelor units and 

about 7 out of 10 of these units are designated to seniors age 65 years and older. 
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5.4 Centralized Housing Waitlist  
DNSSAB Housing Services maintains waitlists for both market and RGI units owned or delivered 

by the Nipissing District Housing Corporation and non-profit housing providers in Nipissing 

District.  While it is often difficult to predict wait times for social and affordable housing units, it is 

estimated that the wait time for non-senior singles without children, on the centralized waitlist, for 

a bachelor or 1 bedroom unit, is approximately 10 years or more.     

Most social and affordable housing providers use the centralized wait list to manage vacancies. 

However, there are a number of other housing providers that do not use this waitlist and require a 

direct application.  It should be noted that housing providers that do not use the centralized 

waitlist generally have fewer affordable and/or subsidized units and a higher number of market 

rent units.  

5.4.1 Centralized Housing Waitlist by Family Structure 

Currently there are 936 applications on the centralized waitlist. Figure 27 below illustrates this 
waitlist breaking down the applicants by the following family structures: singles, sole support 
parents, couples with children, couples without children and seniors. Please note that this 
number does not include applications made through a direct application with a housing provider 
as explained in section 5.4 above.  

 
Snapshot of Housing Registry Waitlist in Nipissing District as of January 2023 

 2% or 16 applicants are couples without children 

 3% or 32 applicants are couples with children 

 18% or 169 applicants are sole support parents 

 26% or 246 applicants are seniors 

 51% or 473 are single individuals 

51% 

18% 3% 

2% 

26% 

Housing Registry Waitlist Applicants by Family Structure 

single sole support parents Couples with children Couples without children Seniors

Figure 27  
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5.4.2 Centralized Housing Waitlist by Income Source 
Figure 28, below breaks down the 936 applications on the centralized waitlist by the following 
income sources: Ontario Works, Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP) or other.  

 
Snapshot of Housing Registry Waitlist in Nipissing District as of January 2023 

 54% of applicants are in receipt of social assistance with 150 or 16% being in receipt of 

OW and 356 or 38% in receipt of ODSP. 

 46% or 430 are in receipt of other income such as Canada Pension (CPP, OAS, WSIB, 

earnings from employment etc. 

 Despite OW rates being so low, OW recipients are under-represented on the 

Housing Registry waitlist and make up only 16% of the pending applications.   

5.4.3 Housing Subsidies and the Centralized Housing Waitlist 
It should also be noted that DNSSAB’s Housing Services currently administers 218 rental 

subsidies, most of which target those who have been on the centralized waitlist for the longest 

period of time or those experiencing homelessness and have been identified through the 

Coordinated Access Nipissing team.   

There is also a provincial housing benefit that is delivered directly by the province of Ontario 

which is supported through DNSSAB’s Housing Services department.  The Canada Ontario 

Housing Benefit (COHB) program provides households with a portable housing benefit to assist 

with rental costs in the private housing market. The benefit is tied to the household and can be 

used to help pay rent anywhere in Ontario. COHB applicants must live permanently in Ontario 

and be on, or eligible to be on, the Centralized Waiting List for social housing.  To receive the 

COHB, applicants must agree to be removed from the Centralized Waiting List as required by 

Provincial program guidelines. 
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Figure 28  
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6.0 Social Assistance Income and 
Housing Gap 

6.1 Social Assistance Income  
Finding acceptable housing as defined by this Report on a social assistance income, especially 

for single OW households is extremely difficult, if not impossible.  This section highlights the 

disparities between OW and ODSP rates along with relevant demographic information specific to 

the OW caseload only. It also provides a brief analysis on the impact of the average market rent 

in both Nipissing and Ontario on households relying on social assistance income.  Further, 

information related to the number of OW households living in RGI, RGI rent scales, the impact of 

the Consumer Price Index in relation to Ontario Works rates and housing tenure by 

accommodation type has been included.  

6.1.1 Ontario Works Caseload by Family Structure 
Figure 29 below illustrates Nipissing OW cases by family structure for singles without children, 

singles with children, couples without children and couples with children. 

 
Source: Ontario Works Caseload at a Glance – January - September 2022, Version dated October 21, 2022 

 Total number of cases in Nipissing have decreased year over year between 2018 and 

2021 with a slight increase between 2021 and 2022.  The significant decrease between 

2019 and 2021 was likely related to the COVID-19 pandemic and the availability of 

related federal benefits.   

 Despite the overall decrease in the number of cases since 2018, the percentage of the 

caseload based on family structure has remained relatively constant.  The low and high 

range based on the percentage of cases between 2018 and 2022 respectively are as 

follows: 
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 Singles without children represented the majority of the caseload at 66% in 2018 

and 67% in 2022. This is significant due to the fact that 69% of the bachelor and 

1-bedroom units in the Social Housing inventory is designated for seniors 65 years 

and older.   

 Singles with children represent the second highest family type at 27% and 28% 

 Couples with children rank third at 3% and 5%  

 Couples without children represent the lowest family type at 1% and 2% 

6.1.2 Caseload by Age 
Figure 30 below illustrates OW primary applicants by age category from under 18 years to over 

64 years of age.    

 
Source: Ontario Works Caseload at a Glance – January - September 2022, Version dated October 21, 2022 

  1026 or 61% of OW primary applicants were between the ages of 25 to 44 years. 

 Less than 1% of OW primary applicants were under the age of 18. 

 Less than 1% of OW primary applicants were over the age of 64.  This is significant 

given that 43% of the Social and Affordable Housing portfolio is designated 

specifically to seniors age 65 and over (section 5.3.1.1) which makes these units 

largely unavailable to Ontario Works recipients.   

6.2 Rent-Geared-to-Income 
The Rent-Geared-to-Income (RGI) is a rental subsidy that allows eligible non-social assistance 

households to pay no more than 30% of their income towards rent.  RGI rent for social 

assistance recipients is calculated using rent scales that vary by program, benefit unit 

composition and non-benefit income.  

Table 8 below illustrates the maximum RGI required for both OW and ODSP tenants based on 
benefit unit composition.   
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OW Primary Applicant by Age Figure 30  
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Table 8. RGI Rent Scales by Benefit Unit 
Size 

OW Rent Scale (RGI) ODSP Rent Scale 
(RGI) 

Single $85 $109 

Couple $175 $199 

Sole Support with one dependent $191 $199 

Couple with one dependent  $212 $236 

Sole Support with two dependents $226 $236 

Couple with two dependents  $254 $278 

Sole Support with three dependents $269 $278 

Couple with three dependents $296 $321 
Source: Ontario Works and Ontario Disability Support Program Rent Scales based on HSA 2011-O. Reg 298/01  

 RGI rent amounts for the ODSP are slightly higher due to the ODSP shelter entitlement 
being greater than OW.   

 RGI rent for social assistance recipients will not exceed the maximum shelter allowance 
inclusive of utility adjustments as long as non-benefit income is within the provincial 
legislated thresholds.   

 RGI rent calculations may or may not include utility expenses and tenants may be 
required to have tenant insurance.  These additional expenses are considered up to the 
maximum shelter allowance under OW and ODSP legislation.   

 As identified in section 4.4.2, there are a number of low income households, 
including households in receipt of social assistance, in subsidized housing that are 
in core or deep core housing need based on the percentage of their income going 
towards housing costs.   

6.2.1 Social Assistance and Subsidized Housing 
Figure 31 below illustrates the percentage of OW and ODSP caseloads living in subsidized 

housing both in Nipissing District and on average across the province.   

 
Source: Ontario Works Caseload at a Glance – January - September 2022, Version dated October 21, 2022 
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  The percentage of OW clients residing in subsidized housing was slightly lower than the 

provincial average from 2018-2021 with Nipissing surpassing the Provincial average by 

an increased margin in 2021 and 2022. 

 Between 2018 and 2022 the percentage of the OW caseload in subsidized housing in 

Nipissing increased from 4% (2,125 cases) to over double that amount in 2021 (8.8%) 

decreasing to 7.4% (1,665 cases) in 2022.  

 Provincially the percentage of the OW caseload in subsidized housing decreased from 

5% (245,549 cases) to 4.7% (211,235 cases) during the same period. 

6.3 Average Market Rent 
For the purposes of this Report Table 9 below compares the average market rent in Northern 

service areas to the average market rent for the province of Ontario by unit type.  Average 

Market Rent for Nipissing District is based on the October 2021 Canada Mortgage and Housing 

Corporation (CMHC), Rental Market Survey (RMS).  Some data has been suppressed by CMHC 

to protect confidentiality or because the data was not statistically reliable.   

Table 9. Average 
Market Rent 

Bachelor 1 
Bedroom 

2 
Bedroom 

3 
Bedroom 

4 
Bedroom 

Total 
Bedroom 

Algoma DSSAB $671 $871 $1,021 $988 ** $956 

Cochrane District $591 $890 $1,035 $1,118 ** $966 

Greater Sudbury $749 $1,030 $1,286 $1,398 ** $1,176 

Nipissing DSSAB $635 $842 $1,036 $1,360 ** $972 

Kenora DSSAB ** $763 $1,039 ** ** $916 

Thunder Bay $751 $928 $1,112 $1,275 ** $1,037 

Ontario $1,106 $1,274 $1,465 $1,728 $3,000 $1,387 
Source: Rental Market Survey (RMS), October 2021 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) 

*Note: All data for Manitoulin-Sudbury, Parry Sound, Sault Ste. Marie, Timiskaming DSSAB and Rainy River DSSAB 

was suppressed and therefore not included in the table 

** Data suppressed to protect confidentiality or Data is not Statistically Reliable 
 

 Based on available data, the average market rent across the northern areas listed in the 

table above are as follows: 

 Bachelor $679 (approximately 39% lower than provincial average) 

 One Bedroom $887 (approximately 30% lower than provincial average) 

 Two Bedroom $1088 (approximately 26% lower than provincial average) 

 Three Bedroom $1228 (approximately 37% lower than provincial average) 

 The provincial average market rent for all unit types is considerably higher than for any of 

the northern service areas 
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6.4 Social Assistance Shelter Rates to Market Rent  
The figure below illustrates social assistance maximum shelter rates based on benefit unit size 

as compared to the average market rent for bachelor, one, two and three bedroom units in 

Nipissing District.  Please note that the average market rent does not consider shelter costs 

associated to heat and hydro when these costs are not included in the actual rent payable.  

 
Source: OW Maximum Shelter Allowance - current OW Rate Chart , October 2018 

              ODSP Maximum Shelter Allowance - current ODSP Rate Chart, September 2022 

              Average Market Rent - Rental Market Survey (RMS), CMHC, October 2021  

Maximum shelter allowance for OW is significantly lower than the maximum shelter allowance for 

ODSP for all benefit unit sizes.   

 The OW maximum shelter allowance for a single person ($390) only covers 61% of 

the average market rent for a bachelor apartment ($635).  This means that a single 

OW recipient would need to use $245 of the $343 they received for food and basic 

necessities in order to pay their rent. 

 The OW maximum shelter allowance for a single person ($390) only covers 46% of 

the average market rent for a one-bedroom unit ($842).   

 The ODSP maximum shelter allowance for a single person ($522) covers 82% of the 

average market rent for a bachelor unit ($635) or 62% of the average market rent for a 

one-bedroom unit ($842). 

 Both OW and ODSP provide shelter rates that are below average market rents with 

OW recipients facing an even greater financial challenge to secure and maintain safe 

and affordable housing due to lower rates. 
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Figure 32  
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6.4.1 Social Assistance Shelter Maximums versus Average Market Rent in 

Ontario  
Figure 33 below illustrates the social assistance shelter maximums for both OW and ODSP 
versus the average market rent in Ontario.  

 
Source: OW Maximum Shelter Allowance - current OW Rate Chart , October 2018 

              ODSP Maximum Shelter Allowance - current ODSP Rate Chart, September 2022 

       Average Market Rent - Rental Market Survey (RMS), CMHC, October 2021  

 The maximum shelter allowance for a single OW recipient ($390) is $716 less than the 

average market rent for a bachelor unit in Ontario ($1106) and $884 less than the 

average market rent for a one-bedroom unit in Ontario ($1274).  

 The maximum shelter allowance for a single ODSP recipient ($522) is $584 less than the 

average market rent for a bachelor unit in Ontario ($1106)and $752 less than the average 

market rent for a one bedroom unit in Ontario ($1274). 

6.5 Social Assistance Maximum Entitlement to Market Rent 
The figure below illustrates the maximum entitlement inclusive of basic needs and shelter for 

single recipients in receipt of OW and ODSP compared to the average market rent for bachelor 

and one-bedroom units in Nipissing and Ontario.   While the figure below is specific to single OW 

households, there are many other examples of social assistance households in core housing 

need due unaffordability and the disparity between average market rent and social assistance 

rates. 
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Source: OW Maximum Shelter Allowance - current OW Rate Chart , October 2018 

              ODSP Maximum Shelter Allowance - current ODSP Rate Chart, September 2022 

              Average Market Rent - Rental Market Survey (RMS), CMHC, October 2021  

 A single OW recipient renting a bachelor apartment at average market rent in Nipissing 

($635) would have to use 87% of their maximum entitlement for both basic needs and 

shelter ($733) to pay rent. This leaves less than $100 per month for food and all other 

essential items related to daily living (laundry, hygiene products etc).  

 A single OW recipient’s maximum entitlement for basic needs and shelter combined 

($733) is well below the average market rent for a one-bedroom unit ($842) making this 

option inaccessible to this population.  

 A single ODSP recipient renting a one-bedroom unit at average market rent, ($842) would 

have to use 69% of their entitlement to pay rent leaving $386 per month for food and 

basic needs.  If utilities were applicable, this would further reduce the amount left over for 

food and all other essential items related to daily living (laundry, hygiene products etc).  

 The OW maximum entitlement is significantly below the provincial average for both the 

average market rent for a bachelor and one-bedroom unit in Ontario. This is important 

considering that OW rates are the same across the province.  

6.6 Housing Tenure and Social Assistance 
Section 4.1 above illustrates housing tenure amongst the general population in Nipissing District 

based on 2021 Census Data.  This section looks at housing tenure amongst the Ontario Works 

caseload in Nipissing District.  While there are similarities, the census and caseload data are not 

directly comparable in some ways.  For instance, the Census data relates to the percentage of 

the population in the District that rent, own or reside in dwellings provided by the local 

government, First Nation or Indian Band.  The Ontario Works data, illustrated in the figure below, 

does not include dwellings associated to First Nations as the Ontario Works program on First 

Nation Reserves is delivered directly through first nation communities and the cases therefore 
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would not be included in Nipissing OW caseload counts.  In addition, the Census data – through 

households in private dwellings - does not measure those in other accommodation types 

(boarding or specialized care) or those with no fixed address.  

 
Source: Ontario Works Caseload at a Glance – January - September 2022, Version dated October 21, 2022 

 2021 Census Data for Nipissing indicates that 65.9% of the population are home owners 

comparatively in 2021, only 2% of the caseload owned their own home. 

 2021 Census Data for Nipissing indicates that 33.7% of the population are renters 

comparatively in 2021, 92% of the caseload were renters. 

 While the percentage of the caseload that were renters decreased from 92% in 2021 to 

89% in 2022, the percentage of OW cases that were home owners remained at 2% and 

the percentage of cases with no fixed address almost doubled (7%).   

6.7 Social Assistance Shelter Rates and Consumer Price Index 
As explained in the first report in this series, the Consumer Price Index (CPI) monitors the 

upward price movement of goods and services in the economy and is one of several indices 

used to calculate inflation.  Social assistance rates have never kept pace with inflation.  However, 

the pandemic and its subsequent impact on the cost of goods and services has exacerbated this 

reality placing social assistance recipients in an even more precarious situation.  

A social assistance recipient’s ability to participate in the economy by purchasing the goods and 

services required to meet their basic needs and shelter costs is essential to their health and 

wellbeing.  As illustrated above in Section 6.3, social assistance rates impact recipients ability to 

secure and maintain acceptable housing.  For this reason, a comparison between the fluctuating 

CPI rate for shelter and the maximum social assistance shelter rate increases for the period of 

2010-2022 has been included in this Report.   
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For the purpose of this comparison only the maximum OW shelter allowance rates for three 

benefit unit sizes (one, two and three recipients) have been included in Figure 36 below.  These 

three benefit unit sizes were selected to illustrate the differences in the maximum shelter 

allowance increases between these groups. 

NOTE: The first report in this series compared CPI rate increases for all items to OW rate 

increases.  The chart below provides a comparison of OW shelter allowance increases compared 

to the annual CPI rates for shelter.   

 
* Maximum OW Shelter Allowance is based on current OW Rate Chart - October 2018 (current rates) 

** Statistics Canada, Consumer Price Index for Shelter  

 OW shelter allowance maximums have not seen an increase since 2017, however, there 

have been CPI rate increases which have fluctuated year over year.   

 CPI shelter increases range from a low of 1.5% in 2011 and 2013 to a high of 7.1% in 

2022. 

 While OW shelter rates have not increased between 2018 and 2022, the CPI shelter has 

increased on average 3.6% per year. 
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Appendix 1. Total Non-Response Rates for the 2021 Census 

 

Area TNR (long form 
questionnaire) 

Ontario 3.8 

Nipissing District 5.2% 

Bear Island 78.6% 

Bonfield 5.1% 

Calvin 6.0% 

Chisholm 3.6% 

East Ferris 3.6% 

Mattawa 4.7% 

Mattawan 0.0% 

Nipissing First Nation 11.9% 

Nipissing North 15.9% 

Nipissing South 45.1% 

North Bay 3.8% 

Papineau-Cameron 2.0% 

South Algonquin 20.9% 

Temagami 25.6% 

West  Nipissing 5.4% 

Source: Census Profile, 2021 Census of Population. 

The TNR (Total Non-Response rate) is one of Statistics Canada’s main data quality indicators to 

measure survey non-response, which can bias the census counts or estimates from sampled 

data. A ‘total non-response’ from a household receiving a census questionnaire occurs when 

either all the questions are unanswered, or the returned questionnaire does not meet the 

minimum content to continue processing. The data for areas with higher TNR rates should be 

used with caution, particularly those over 50% that have a greater risk of biased estimates and 

data. 
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Report HS03-23 provides details on the Auditor General of Canada’s “Report 5 – Chronic 

Homelessness” and is for information purposes. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The Office of the Auditor General of Canada (OAG) released “Report 5 - Chronic 

Homelessness” on November 15, 2022,  five years since the federal government 

announced its National Housing Strategy (NHS) to reverse Canada's housing and 

homelessness crisis. 

 

The report provides evidence that the NHS is far behind on its goals of halving core housing 

need and eliminating homelessness by 2030, and it is not meeting the needs of Indigenous 

peoples and disadvantaged groups 

 

Covering the period from November 2017 to March 2022, the Audit found that overall, the 

federal departments and Crown agency responsible did not know whether their efforts 

improved housing outcomes for people experiencing homelessness or chronic 

homelessness and for other vulnerable groups. 

 

 

 

Page 70 of 86

https://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/docs/parl_oag_202211_05_e.pdf
https://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/docs/parl_oag_202211_05_e.pdf


Focus of the audit 

 

The context for the audit included both the National Housing Strategy and the covid-19 

pandemic. 

 

The NHS is a 10-year, $78.5 billion1 federal strategy launched in 2017, intended to improve 

housing outcomes and affordability for Canadians in need, including reducing chronic 

homelessness by 50% by the 2027–28 fiscal year. It aims to meet the housing needs and 

improve the housing outcomes of the most vulnerable Canadians. Canada Mortgage and 

Housing Corporation (CMHC) is the federal lead for the NHS. 

 

The objectives of the audit were to determine whether: 

 

 Employment and Social Development Canada (ESDC) and Infrastructure Canada (IC) 

prevented and reduced chronic homelessness through interventions that helped those 

at risk of or experiencing homelessness obtain housing and supports needed to remain 

housed  

 CMHC contributed to the prevention and reduction of chronic homelessness by 

addressing the housing needs and improving housing outcomes for vulnerable 

Canadians. 

 

Scope and Approach 

 

The audit involved examining and analyzing key documents from the two federal 

departments and CMHC. The OAG also interviewed officials from each of the entities and 

from other federal departments with responsibilities related to homelessness and/or 

vulnerable groups identified in the NHS, as well as officials from organizations external to 

the federal government involved in the homeless and housing sector. This included the 

Canadian Alliance to End Homelessness, the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, and 

the Assembly of First Nations. 

 

The audit did not examine programs and services delivered by provinces, municipalities, 

not-for-profit organizations, Indigenous organizations, and the private sector that do not 

receive funding and/or support from the departments and/or CMHC. Neither did they review 

NHS programs that were not focused on housing for the most vulnerable Canadians or 

federal programs and services related to homelessness that are not delivered by the 

departments and CMHC. 

 

The Reaching Home program was the only initiative in the National Housing Strategy 

dedicated to addressing chronic homelessness. Launched in 2019 by Employment and 

Social Development Canada (ESDC), it is the most recent iteration of the federal 

homelessness program, which has existed since 1999. (Previously known as Supporting 

                                                           
1 NHS funding has grown from $11.2B at its launch in 2017, to $78.5B as reported by the OAG in Nov. 2022 to 
$82+B as published on the NHS website as of Feb. 7, 2023. 

Page 71 of 86



Communities Partnership Initiative (SCPI)). In fall 2021, responsibility for Reaching Home 

was transferred from ESDC to Infrastructure Canada (IC). Despite this transfer, the OAG 

reported that ESDC retains some responsibilities for regional delivery and oversight of the 

program, such as monitoring funding agreements through Service Canada.  

 

Reaching Home is a $3.4 billion, 9-year program under the NHS, and its ultimate goal is to 

prevent and reduce homelessness. Key features introduced under Reaching Home include: 

 Creating a common list of priority clients such as through a By-Name list; 

 Clearly advertised access points so that anyone in the community needing assistance 

knows where to go for help; and, 

 Using a common approach to assessing peoples’ needs when they are homelessness 

to better match them with the resources available; and, 

 Using coordinated access to help match individuals with the right housing at the right 

time and to provide services for those most in need. 

Reaching Home also uses the NHS’s commitment to reduce chronic homelessness by 50% 

by 2027–28 as a target to measure success.  

 

Findings - Addressing chronic homelessness  

 

Overall, the OAG found that “Infrastructure Canada, Employment and Social Development 

Canada, and the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation did not know whether their 

efforts improved housing outcomes for people experiencing homelessness or chronic 

homelessness and for other vulnerable groups.” 

 

The Audit Report categorized its findings in three areas: 

 

1) “Infrastructure Canada and Employment and Social Development Canada did not 

know whether their efforts to prevent and reduce chronic homelessness were 

leading to improved outcomes. 

 

 Not known whether chronic homelessness and homelessness had increased or 

decreased 

 Uncertain results for key indicators used for measuring progress toward preventing 

and reducing homelessness 

 Incomplete collection and analysis of data on Reaching Home project results and 

use of pandemic funding 

 Meeting coordinated access implementation targets unlikely” 

 

As the lead for Reaching Home, the OAG found that IC spent about $1.36 billion between 

2019 and 2021—about 40% of total funding committed to the program—on preventing and 

reducing homelessness. However, the department did not know whether chronic 
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homelessness and homelessness had increased or decreased since 2019 as a result of this 

investment. 

 

2) “Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation did not know who was benefiting 

from its initiatives. 

 

 Minimal measurement of housing outcomes for priority vulnerable groups 

 Targets for the National Housing Strategy’s initiatives only measured outputs 

 Rental housing considered affordable and approved under the National Housing Co-

Investment Fund often unaffordable for low-income households” 

 

The OAG found that the National Housing Co-Investment Fund had a measure for 

affordable housing that was not the same as the NHS overall. The result of this was that 

rent for approved housing was often unaffordable for low-income households, many of 

whom belong to priority vulnerable groups.  

 

During the study period, the OAG found that CMHC spent about $4.5 billion and committed 

about $9 billion but did not know who was benefiting from its initiatives through the NHS. 

The OAG reported this was because the corporation did not measure the changes in 

housing outcomes for priority vulnerable groups, including people experiencing 

homelessness.  

 

3) “Minimal federal accountability for reaching the National Housing Strategy target 

to reduce chronic homelessness by 50% by the 2027–28 fiscal year”. 

 

 Minimal federal accountability for reaching the National Housing Strategy target to 

reduce chronic homelessness 

 Federal housing and homelessness initiatives not well integrated or coordinated. 

 

The OAG found that CMHC and IC were not working in a coordinated way to deliver on the 

strategy’s objectives. 

 

In the OAG’s view, “without better alignment of their efforts, IC and CMHC are unlikely to 

achieve the federal NHS target of reducing chronic homelessness by 50% by the 2027-

28 fiscal year.” 

 

Government Response 

 

The OAG reported that, “Despite being the lead for the NHS and overseeing the majority of 

its funding, CMHC took the position that it was not directly accountable for addressing 

chronic homelessness. IC was also of the view that while it contributed to reducing chronic 

homelessness, it was not solely accountable for achieving the strategy’s target of reducing 

chronic homelessness. This meant that despite being a federally established target, there 

was minimal federal accountability for its achievement.”  
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CMHC and the two departments indicated their agreement with the OAG’s 

recommendations. 

 

Recommendations 

 

The Chronic Homelessness report contains four primary recommendations, with detailed 

action items, to address the audit findings. 

 

First Recommendation: Paragraph 5.45 

 

“Infrastructure Canada should:  

 collect and analyze data in a timely manner so that it can report up-to-date results on 

homelessness and chronic homelessness  

 finalize the implementation of its online reporting platform  

 use the information and data that it collects to determine why trends in homelessness 

are emerging and how its programs are addressing the needs of people experiencing 

homelessness and chronic homelessness  

 use the information that it collects and the resulting analysis to make program 

adjustments where required”. 

 

Second Recommendation: Paragraph 5.49 

 

“Infrastructure Canada should collaborate with designated communities and other partners 

to develop an action plan with timelines to address the barriers to the implementation of 

coordinated access that were identified in its analysis of community reporting”. 

 

Third Recommendation: Paragraph 5.62 

 

“[CMHC] should assess the impact of its programs on vulnerable groups at all stages of its 

National Housing Strategy initiatives. The corporation’s efforts should include the following:  

 

 Define the housing needs of vulnerable groups, how it will prioritize meeting those 

needs, and what the successful result of this prioritization would be.  

 Develop performance measures and report on whether housing outcomes for vulnerable 

groups are improving.  

 Verify who is being housed in units generated and supported by its initiatives and use 

this data to determine whether program adjustments are required so that the housing 

needs of vulnerable groups are met.  

 Take the necessary steps to align the definitions of affordability for all initiatives so that 

they are consistent”. 
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Fourth Recommendation: Paragraph 5.74 

 

“[CMHC] and Infrastructure Canada should:  

 

 align, coordinate, and integrate their efforts to prevent and reduce homelessness and 

chronic homelessness  

 engage with central agencies to clarify accountability for the achievement of the National 

Housing Strategy targets to eliminate gaps”. 

 

CURRENT STATUS 
 

The DNSSAB is aligned with the outcomes specified in the auditor’s recommendations. For 

example, where “CMHC lacks a co-ordinated and cohesive action-oriented strategy on 

homelessness with achievable goals and targets”, the DNSSAB has its “2022-2042 

Strategic Plan” and “Homelessness Action Plan”.  

 

A number of the auditor’s findings spoke to similar findings of Ontario’s Auditor General who 

reported on the same topic of homelessness in 2021. Those recommendations largely 

focused on data collection and shelter standards and inspections. Specific 

recommendations include these new activities: 

 

 Track the types of supports required for people staying in shelters in a way that will allow 

for systemic analysis 

 Record whether people referred for services attended the referral 

 Track the length of time it takes for an individual referred for support to receive those 

supports 

 Comply with provincial shelter standards [none exist currently], both municipalities and 

their third-party service providers 

 Conduct periodic surprise inspections of shelters, including offsite and temporary shelter 

locations 

 Consolidate and provide the number and results of inspections conducted to the Ministry 

of Municipal Affairs and Housing 

 

DNSSAB staff anticipate that the tracking of these items will commence with the 

implementation of Co-ordinated Access effective March 31st. 

 

DNSSAB has a robust information and data program, with resident statisticians and data 

analysts who work with all types of data from primary, secondary, and administrative data 

sources. In the housing and homelessness domain, collecting and analyzing administrative 

shelter data and homelessness Point-in-Time counts has informed the Nipissing District 10-

year Housing and Homelessness Plan, the Community Advisory Board’s local 

homelessness projects, and more recently, the Board’s Homelessness Action Plan.  
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With respect to funding, and the Reaching Home program specifically, the DNSSAB 

received allocations of $229,153 in 2019-20 and $219,153 in 2020-21, both of which were 

allocated to community partners for homelessness prevention and shelter diversion 

services, while 15% was allotted to administration. Performance reporting was based on the 

indicators provided by the province at the time.  

In 2021-22 the Reaching Home allocation to DNSSAB increased to $ 854,188, and 

increased marginally in 2022-23 to $794,249. A similar allocation  of  $786,794 is expected 

for 2023-24.   

  

RESOURCES REQUIRED 
 
No resources are required. 
 
CONCLUSION 

The Auditor General of Canada’s “Report 5 Chronic Homelessness” found that, overall, the 

federal departments and agencies responsible did not know whether their efforts and 

expenditures improved housing outcomes for people experiencing homelessness or chronic 

homelessness and for other vulnerable groups. 

 

The DNSSAB is aligned with the outcomes proposed in the auditor’s report. DNSSAB staff 

will continue to seek opportunities to improve services related to homelessness as 

highlighted in the audit.  
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BOARD REPORT CS05-23 

 

☒ For information     For Approval 

                                    

Date:   June 28, 2023 

 

Purpose:   Pre-Early Childhood Education (ECE) Certificate Program Update 

 

Dept. Approval: Lynn Démoré-Pitre, Director Children’s Services 

 

Reviewed by:  Justin Avery, Manager of Finance 

 

Approved by: Catherine Matheson, CAO 

 

Alignment with Strategic Plan: Healthy, Sustainable Communities 

  

☐ Maximize Impact   ☒ Remove Barriers     ☒Seamless Access      ☐ Learn & Grow 

 

Board Report CS05-23 provides an update related to the development and implementation of the 

Pre-ECE Skills Building Program in the North.   

 

BACKGROUND  

 

The primary challenge that the early years and child care sector is currently facing is the inability 

to recruit and retain program staff.  Agencies have indicated that while licenced spaces are 

available, there is a lack of individuals qualified or prepared to work in the early years and child 

care sector.  This in turn is leaving agencies in positions where they are unable to deliver 

services at the program’s licenced capacity.   

 

With less operating capacity within the licenced child care system, more families are unable to 

access the licenced child care services that they require, thus possibly impacting a parent’s 

ability to return to work, school or take advantage of training opportunities.   

 

The waitlist and wait times for licenced child care services within the Nipissing District continues 

to increase, leading to additional uncertainties for many families.  

 

In February 2022, in collaboration with NOSDA Children’s Services Working Group, DNSSAB 

completed and submitted an application related to the Pre-ECE Certificate Program for the Skills 

Development Fund – Round 2.   
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The goal of the Pre-ECE (Early Childhood Education) certificate program was to introduce 

individuals to the field of early childhood education so that they can learn more about career 

opportunities that exist in the early years and child care sector, gain work experience and 

continue their professional journey toward accreditation through a program of their choice (i.e. 

apprenticeship program, full-time program, correspondence program).   

 

The program also aimed to support and expand partnerships with early years and child care 

agencies, training providers (i.e. colleges) and employment partners to develop a pool of job-

ready, skilled individuals that meet workforce development needs of employers in the early years 

and child care sector. 

 

In March 2022, DNSSAB was advised that the application for the Skills Development Fund – 

Round 2 had been approved.  The agreement between DNSSAB and the Ministry of Labour, 

Immigration, Training and Skills Development was signed March 31, 2022.   

 

Funding for this project was available from April 1, 2022 up to March 31, 2023 and was funded in 

part by the Government of Canada and Government of Ontario. 

 

The participating Colleges included: 

 Cambrian College 

 Confederation College 

 Collège Boréal* 

 Northern College 

 Sault College 
*Due to unforeseen circumstances, Collège Boréal was unable to deliver the Pre-ECE program as initially planned. 

 

Through a collaborative approach the colleges developed the Pre-ECE Certificate program (10-

week micro-credential program), including 5 learning modules, a Placement Prep course, a 

placement, and 3 non-academic trainings (Food Handler, Health & Safety, and First Aid & CPR).  

The program was provided free of charge to all participants. 

 

CURRENT STATUS/STEPS TAKEN TO DATE 

 

Overall, the implementation of the Pre-ECE Certificate program was a success for the north.  The 

program helped to peak interest in the early years and child care sector and helped create links 

between employers and prospective employees.   

 

The participating colleges reported seeing a positive interest from Pre-ECE Certificate program 

graduates to continue into their ECE diploma programs, and a number of students moved into 

jobs from their placements.  College partners also indicated an interest in offering the Pre-ECE 

Certificate program again in the future, should additional funding become available.  

   

In the end, 44 students completed the Pre-ECE Certificate program, with 35 different employers 

providing placement opportunities.  There were an additional 10 or so students who completed 
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the theory portion of the program, but were unable to complete the placement due to various 

reasons (e.g. couldn’t leave current employment, immunizations, sector checks, etc.).   

Although not all students responded to follow-up requests for information, 11 students indicated 

that they received employment offers following completion of the program.  Furthermore, 3 

students registered for the ECE diploma program at their local colleges. 

 

One student provided the following feedback: “Thank you for the pre-ECE course and placement.  

It helped me gain the confidence to apply to a position in the child education industry, which I 

may have never felt confident enough to do.”  Another student said “I am very grateful for the 

opportunity I had to take the Pre-ECE program, it was the perfect introduction to the field’.  This 

student was hired at their placement location, and also enrolled in the ECE diploma program at 

their local college.  This is the perfect example of the intended outcome for this program. 

         

RISK IDENTIFICATION AND MITIGATION 

 

The local early years and child care sector is in a recruitment and retention crisis.  Licenced child 

care agencies have identified that they are faced with ongoing challenges in recruiting and 

retaining individuals.  The need for additional staff varies from one early years and child care 

agency to another.  Nipissing service providers have indicated a need for well over 200 

individuals (i.e. Registered Early Childhood Educators, non-qualified staff, and support staff) who 

are willing to regularly work full-time and part-time hours. 

 

DNSSAB and the early years and child care agencies recognize that targeted recruitment and 

retention strategies are needed in the District of Nipissing.  Strategies such as the Pre-ECE 

Certificate Program supports these plans and further assists agencies with promoting careers in 

the early childhood education. 

 

NEXT STEPS  

 

In collaboration with the early years and child care sector, school board and community partners, 

there are a number of recruitment and retention efforts being planned for and underway.  Here 

are a few examples: 

 DNSSAB ECE Apprenticeship Grant:  This grant is available to individuals currently working 

in the sector. Funding (up to $3,000/apprentice) is available to support the cost of 

participating in the ECE practitioner apprenticeship course. Information related to this grant 

and other provincial grants is available on the DNSSAB website. 

 Professional Learning for Early Years and Child Care Staff:  This funding supports all 

individuals working in the sector with paid professional development hours (up to 10 hours).  

A variety of professional learning opportunities available throughout the year (i.e. inclusion, 

mental health, pedagogical supports, etc.).  Information related to professional learning 

opportunities are made available on the DNSSAB website. 

 Professional Learning Portal: This portal was created to support individuals working in the 

sector by providing them with additional resources related to various topics intended to 
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support their work with the children and families.  Information related to professional 

learning opportunities are made available on the DNSSAB website. 

 Accelerated ECE Program: DNSSAB is currently sponsoring 13 individuals working in the 

sector, to participate in online delivery of an accelerated ECE diploma program (16 to 18 

months for completion). 

 Licensed Home Child Care Campaign:  In collaboration with service providers and 

community partners, the Children’s Services Team is working on a social media campaign 

to support with the recruitment of additional home child care providers.  In collaboration with 

service providers, community information sessions are also being held in various 

communities within the district to support with this work. 

 ECE Recognition & Recruitment Campaign:  In collaboration with service providers, 

community partners and stakeholders, the Children’s Services Team is working on a social 

media and marketing campaign to recognize the contribution of early childhood 

professionals and to attract individuals to the sector. 

 The Children’s Services Team is working with various community partners including 

secondary school board partners and employment agencies to promote opportunities within 

the sector such as co-op, education and employment opportunities. 

The Children’s Services department continues to explore new and creative solutions in order to 

enhance the recruitment and retention strategy for the district.  

 

DNSSAB will continue to work in collaboration with early years and child care agencies and 

community partners to explore innovative solutions to attract individuals to the sector and 

increase the local candidate pool in order to enhance the capacity of child care services within 

the district. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

DNSSAB will continue to work closely with the early years and child care service providers to 

ensure that the sector is well supported as the CWELCC System is implemented across the 

province. DNSSAB will continue to explore new and creative solutions in order to enhance and 

complement the recruitment, retention and recognition strategies for the district.   

 

DNSSAB will also ensure ongoing communication through various methods (i.e. website, 

Facebook, guidelines, memorandums, etc.) so that the necessary information reaches service 

providers, sector professionals, families, community partners and stakeholders throughout the 

district.   

 

Page 80 of 86

https://www.dnssab.ca/childrens-services/providers/professional-learning/


1 
 

 

BOARD REPORT CS06-23 

 

☒ For information     For Approval 

                                    

Date:   June 28, 2023 

 

Purpose:   RFP: Early Learning and Child Care 10-Year Service System Plan 

 

Dept. Approval: Lynn Démoré-Pitre, Director Children’s Services 

 

Reviewed by:  Justin Avery, Manager of Finance 

 

Approved by: Catherine Matheson, CAO 

 

Alignment with Strategic Plan: Healthy, Sustainable Communities 

  

☐ Maximize Impact   ☒ Remove Barriers     ☒Seamless Access      ☐ Learn & Grow 

 

Board Report CS06-23 provides information related to a request for proposal that has been 

issued to support with the development of a 10-year Early Years and Child Care Service System 

Plan.   

 

BACKGROUND  

 

DNSSAB’s Children's Services department is designated as the district's "Early Years and Child 

Care Service System Manager" under provincial legislation and plays a vital role in promoting 

healthy child development and quality early learning experiences that help set the stage for future 

learning. More specifically, this includes ensuring the provision of quality, affordable, inclusive, 

responsive and accessible early years and licensed child care options for families across the 

Nipissing district.   

 

The Children’s Services department is responsible for planning, developing and implementing 

services related to EarlyON Child and Family Centres, licensed child care services (centre based 

and home child care), inclusion support services, fee subsidy, quality assurance, professional 

development, and more. 

 

Local service system planning must follow current legislation, regulations and policies/directives, 

reflecting “provincial interests” for child care and early years programs and services.  
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Engagement with service providers, community partners and key stakeholders should also inform 

the local service system plan. 

 

CURRENT STATUS/STEPS TAKEN TO DATE 

 

DNSSAB is seeking to establish a 10-year Early Years and Child Care Service System Plan 

(2024-2034) that will establish priorities, support policies and decision-making processes over the 

next ten years.   

 

The service system plan is intended to provide a vision for the early years and child care sector 

and key actions to strengthen and integrate the early years and child care system.  The overall 

goal of the plan is to increase access to high quality, affordable, flexible and inclusive early years 

and child care programs and services for families, no matter where they live within the district.   

 

The plan will include an environmental scan to determine current and future needs of early years 

and child care services, gaps and opportunities.   It will also identify strategic priorities, 

implementation strategies, key performance indicators and outcome measurements.  

Furthermore, the plan will provide a description of the community planning process, identify 

mechanisms that will ensure that the service plan is reviewed frequently and supports ongoing 

commitment to consult and adjust at regular and relevant intervals through the life of the plan. 

 

In order to establish a comprehensive plan that meets the overall goal, taking into consideration 

DNSSAB’s mission and vision, provincial interest, best practices and local needs, DNSSAB has 

issued a request for proposals (RFP).  Proponents are required to demonstrate their interest and 

ability to provide consulting services and recommendations to support with the development of 

the service system plan. 

 

The following chart provides an overview of the timelines related to the issuance of the RFP: 

ITEM / ACTION DATE TIME 

Issue Date 5/26/2023 1:00 p.m. 

Deadline for Questions 6/9/2023 4:00 p.m. 

Deadline for Issuing Addenda 6/16/2023 4:00 p.m. 

Closing Date 6/22/2023 1:00 p.m. 

 

Following the closing date of the RFP, DNSSAB will evaluate the proposals against the criteria 

stipulated in the RFP document (i.e. mandatory requirements, overall proposal, pricing, 

references, etc.). 

 

DNSSAB’s Children’s Services Team will work in collaboration with the proponent towards the 

development of the 10-year Early Years and Child Care Service System Plan, as prescribed by 

the Child Care and Early Years Act and the Ministry of Education.  The service system plan will 

promote inclusive, affordable, accessible and high quality early years and child care services that 

are responsive to the needs of children and families throughout the district and will ensure that 

the directions and actions align with DNSSAB’s vision and mission. 
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The 10-Year Early Years and Child Care Service System Plan will be brought to the DNSSAB 

board for consideration and approval in early spring of 2024. 

 

RESOURCES REQUIRED 

 

The total cost of the request for proposal has yet to be fully determined; however, the estimated 

expenditures related to the completion of the early years and child care service system plan was 

included in the 2023 Children’s Services budget, and support of this project is fully covered by 

provincial funding.  

 

CONCLUSION 

  

In accordance with ministry guidelines, the 10-year Early Years and Child Care Service System 

Plan will be available on DNSSAB’s website along with any regular updates, supporting 

documents and annual accomplishments. 

 

DNSSAB will ensure that ongoing communication is handled in a proficient manner through 

various methods (i.e. website, Facebook, guidelines, memorandums, etc.) so that the necessary 

information reaches service providers, sector professionals, families, community partners and 

stakeholders throughout the district.   
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BOARD REPORT PS05-23    
 

 

☒ For Information  or   ☐ For Approval 
 

                               

Date:   June 28, 2023 
 
Purpose:         Paramedic Services Community Paramedic Collaboration 

 
Dept. Approval: Stephen Kirk, Chief of Paramedic Services 
  
Reviewed by:  Justin Avery, Manager of Finance 
 
Approved by:  Catherine Matheson, Chief Administrative Officer   

  
Alignment with Strategic Plan: Healthy, Sustainable Communities  

☒ Maximize Impact   ☒ Remove Barriers     ☒Seamless Access      ☒ Learn & Grow 

 
 

Report PS05-23 provides an update on the collaborative efforts between Paramedic 

Services – Community Paramedic (CP) Program and the Crisis Centre North Bay (CCNB) 

to support the under sheltered population. 

 

 

BACKGROUND  

 

In March 2023, DNSSAB Paramedic Services increased the capacity of their CP Program 

through 100% funding from Ontario Health to support opportunities to provide alternative 

level of care (ALC) initiatives.  This funding will complement the already existing initiatives 

of Community Paramedicine in the district.  The CP program has identified opportunities to 

support the under sheltered population and in the winter of 2022/23 established clinics in 

North Bay’s warming shelters.  These clinics were operated weekly and provided feedback 

on potential system improvement.  In March 2023 the CP program began discussions with 

CCNB to support them in the housing complexes they supported.  Through those 

discussions it was determined that there would be potential benefit to having a regular 

presence in Northern Pines and the Gathering Place to offer a resource for system 
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navigation and to provide basic medical care.  The goal is to mitigate pressures on the 

Emergency Departments and re-direct patients to more appropriate resources. 

 

 

CURRENT STATUS/STEPS TAKEN TO DATE 

 

Collaborative work with CCNB has identified opportunities to provide basic care to patients 

that may not seek formal medical care or may lack primary health care provisions.  This 

program was initiated April 1, 2023.  To date the CP program has attended three clinics at 

The Gathering Place and three clinics at Northern Pines. The goal is to show a presence at 

each location on alternating weeks to provide consistency in access to health care and 

system navigation. The clients are underserved and at risk of significant health care 

complications due to a variety of issues including lack of primary care, homelessness, 

system mistrust and inability to navigate the system on their own. Clinics at The Gathering 

Place are set up in a more traditional “come and talk” to the paramedic and are booked 

every second Tuesday 1-4 pm. The paramedic on duty may interact with numerous people 

but may only provide advice or care to two-three people per clinic. Clinics at Northern Pines 

are scheduled for every second Wednesday morning and are coordinated with CCNB staff 

the night before. This allows the paramedic to see any clients from 7-9 am. This model is 

more of a private consultation arrangement for specific issues identified by the overnight 

staff. To date, the paramedic sees one to three patients per clinic. There is an expectation 

these numbers will increase as a more trusting relationship is developed and clients 

become comfortable with speaking to the paramedics. 

 

 

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS 

 

The program will evaluate performance through the “Plan Do Study Act” (PDSA) 

methodology.  The initial period of three months will provide valuable feedback to determine 

additional opportunities to enhance or to re-evaluate the current system and re-direct 

resources to a more effective model. 

The program is in consultation with Nurse Practitioner resources to see if there is an 

opportunity to enhance the medical care delivery model, which would offer additional 

services to further support this demographic. 

The program is implementing “treat and release” opportunities that the province will have in 

effect July 1, 2023.  This will permit Paramedic Services to provide certain levels of care 

that will not require transport to the hospital. 
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RISK IDENTIFICATION AND MITIGATION 

 

Patients in crisis and potential exposure to illicit drugs are risks faced by Paramedics and 

residence staff.  The Paramedics have training to de-escalate heightened situations and 

resources to deal with potential exposure to certain illicit drugs.  Should the Paramedics 

determine the situation is beyond their scope, they will coordinate resources to respond 

through North Bay Central Ambulance Communication Centre. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Collaboration with internal and external agencies, a patient centric and holistic approach to 

patient care aligns with DNSSAB’s strategic plan.  This initiative supports the paramedic 

services modernization plan and is in alignment with provincial initiatives.  The DNSSAB 

Paramedic Services continues to work to enhance access to healthcare services across the 

district and provide support to alleviate systemic pressures through system navigation and 

the provision of basic medical care. 
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